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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
Quality Control of Curriculum and Instruction
in Rural North Florida High Schools
by
Finley James Duncan
University of North Florida
Jacksonville, Florida
Professor James A Hale, Major Professor

A model of managerial control and an instrument-The
School Managerial Control Questionnaire was developed by
Bogotch (1989). These were tested using a sample of
elementary, middle, and high school teachers in the nation's
fourth largest school district.

A study by Williams (1990)

used the same model and instrument with a sample of
elementary school teachers from the same school district.
This study used the same model and instrument to measure
control processes exercised by principals in small, rural
school districts in North Florida.
The model reflects two managerial behavior styles:
Discretionary and ministerial; four managerial control
processes:

Standards, information, assessment, and

incentives; and four selected tasks of curriculum and
instruction:

Teacher evaluation, staff development,

xi

curriculum development, and selection of texts and
instructional materials.

In addition to the dependent

variables studied, five independent variables related to the
demographical responses from the high school teachers were
measured along the managerial behaviors, control processes
and the selected curriculum and instructional tasks.
This study validated Bogotch's model and his instrument
as they relate to rural high school principals.

xii

CHAPTER ONE
Introduction to the Study
Introduction
From the broad perspective of how a nation transmits
its knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors, schools are
widely considered to be the primary vehicle for intergeneration transfer.

What is to be taught, the curriculum,

and how it is to be taught, the instructional processes,
serve as the core" technology of schools.

When school

principals give emphasis to the curriculum and instruction
needs of their schools, the effective schools research
suggests that increased student learning will result
(Brookover, 1982; Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte, 1989; Lipham,
1981).

Since we know the positive results of such emphasis,

what can be said about the way in which principals exercise
quality control over these important aspects of schooling?
Bogotch (1989) addressed the question of how school
principals exercised control over curriculum and instruction
in his comprehensive developmental study.

He developed a

theoretical model that integrates leadership behaviors,
processes of managerial control, and tasks of schooling.

He

further developed and validated a measurement instrument,
the School Managerial Control Questionnaire (SMCQ), to test
the model and subsequently did so.

For the latter aspects
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of his study, he selected a sample from elementary, middle,
and secondary schools in one of Florida's large urban school
districts.
Following Bogotch (1989), Williams (1990) administered
the same instrument and applied the model in a study of
quality control of curriculum and instruction in a large
sample of elementary schools.

Williams conducted his study

in the same large urban district as did Bogotch.
The limited application of this model in one urban
school district suggests the need to apply it among other
school districts and schools of various sizes and locations.
Both Bogotch and Williams expressed the need to apply the
SMCQ and validate the conceptual model in different
settings.

Applications in North Florida school districts

could offer further validation opportunities for the model
and the associated instrument that measures quality control
over the core technology of schooling, the curriculum and
the instructional processes.

By asking teachers in small

schools located in non-urban areas to report their
principals' behaviors, those expressed needs for further
research would be addressed.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine how rural
high-school principals exercise quality control over
selected curriculum and instruction tasks in their schools.
There is a need to apply the managerial control model

3

developed by Bogotch to schools with small enrollments
located in rural school districts.

Such an effort would

widen the context of the model application and testing.
Research Statements Addressed
The specific hypotheses that guided this study were:
1. There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of rural
high school principals in their exercise of
quality control of selected curriculum and
instruction tasks.
2. There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of rural
high school principals for each of the quality
control processes identified as standards,
information, assessment, and incentives.
3. There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of rural
high school principals for each of the selected
curriculum and instructional tasks of teacher
evaluation, staff development, curriculum
development, and texts and materials selections.
In addition to the above research statements, where the
dependent variables of behaviors, control processes, and the
selected tasks of curriculum and instruction listed above
were studied, this study examined the upper and lower
quartile of teacher agreement responses to the quality
control behavior indicators of rural high school principals.
These findings were then compared to the findings of Bogotch
(1989) and Williams (1990) in their studies of principals in
a large urban school district.

An examination of five

independent variables-teachers' educational level attained,
number of years taught, race, gender, and length of service
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of principals at their school was conducted to further
evaluate the ministerial and discretionary behaviors
overall, the quality control processes, and the selected
tasks of curriculum and instruction.
Sample
Bogotch (1989) studied 14 public schools and 907
teachers employed in elementary, middle, and senior high
schools located in the nations's fourth largest school
district.

A research effort by Williams (1990) was based on

Bogotch's work but it concentrated on field-testing the
instrument in 34 public elementary schools and with a sample
size of 1,104 teachers.

Williams' study confirmed many of

the findings of Bogotch and therefore contributed to the
construct validation of the theoretical model and validation
of the School Managerial Control Questionnaire.

Williams

stated that more research is needed across a variety of
settings to further validate the findings of his research
and that of Bogotch.
One of the purposes in selecting the sample of this
study was to determine what differences, if any, exist in
small high schools when compared to the findings in
Bogotch's original study and the Williams follow-up study.
Bogotch's sample included schools having various grade level
organizations and his smallest high school faculty was 122
teachers.

Further, Williams' sample included only
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elementary school teachers in the same urban school
district.
The designed sample of this study consisted of
approximately 825 classroom teachers in 25 high schools
located in 17 counties in North Central and Northwest
Florida.

The sample included non-urban high schools whose

enrollment in the top three grades was less than 1000
students as reported by the Florida High School Activities
Association in its November 1991 Bulletin.

Since the focus

of this study was on small rural area Florida schools, the
sample schools have grade level configurations that include
K-12, 6-12, 7-12, and 9-12 student populations.

In

approximately one-half of the schools, teachers had
instructional assignments that included grade levels other
than 9-12.

Since the study.was designed to measure school

managerial control, the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire was distributed to all classroom teachers
within a particular school if there was no clear
administrative separation of the supervision of grade
levels.

In those cases where administrative units separated

elementary from secondary instruction by having a principal
for the elementary school and a principal for the high
school, only those teachers under the direction of the high
school principal were included in the sample.
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Procedures
The Superintendent in each of the selected school
districts was contacted by telephone and a follow-up letter
was sent requesting permission to contact selected school
principals in their districts for participation in the
study.

Each school principal was contacted by telephone

subsequent to receipt of approval from the Superintendent to
do so.

It was emphasized to each principal that their

participation was voluntary and that only aggregated data
would be reported for the study.

Therefore, no individual

school report would be made.
The School Managerial Control Questionnaire was
distributed only to those teachers whose classroom teaching
assignments caused them to report to the high school
principal.

In schools where there was only one principal

but some combination of elementary and/or middle grade
levels and secondary grade levels, all teachers were
included.

Upon receiving confirmation of participation, the

researcher visited each principal and an on-site explanation
of the study and its procedures was given to the principal
and anyone else of his/her choice.

Questionnaires were

given to the principal for distribution.

If a principal

requested that the researcher distribute the questionnaire
to the faculty, it was done in a manner acceptable to the
faculty and the principal.

A cover letter explaining the

purposes of the research and the method by which the
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questionnaire was to be returned was included.

Teachers

were assured of respondent anonymity and further informed
that the data would be aggregated so that neither individual
teacher responses nor individual school responses would be
identified.
Data were collected in one of two ways.

The school

secretary was given a pre-addressed stamped envelope for
mailing the completed questionnaires to the researcher or an
on-site visit was made to collect the questionnaires from a
school.

The initial questionnaire was distributed in the

Spring of 1992 by an on-site visit of the researcher and
data collection was begun at that time.
One week after the questionnaires were distributed each
principal was telephoned to verify distribution of the
documents and was asked to identify any problems encountered
with the process.

The maximum time allowed for

administration of the survey and the return of completed
instruments was two weeks from the initial distribution of
the instruments.

All data collected using the returned

questionnaires were stored for analysis during the late
Spring and early Summer.
School Managerial Control Questionnaire
Bogotch (1989) developed a survey instrument, the
School Managerial Control Questionnaire (SMCQ), to measure
the theoretical constructs of managerial control among
school principals.

His instrument was designed to study
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building level processes unique to curricular and
instructional tasks.

A secondary purpose of Bogotch's study

was to establish a basis for measuring the construct
validity of his theoretical concept of managerial control
within school organizations.

Other instruments considered

by Bogotch to measure organizational behaviors lacked school
contextual situations, particularly with regard to
curriculum and instruction.
Williams (1990), in his study of school managerial
control, used the Bogotch instrument.

One initiative of

Williams' study was the introduction of the word "quality"
into the study of managerial control.

That emphasis was

made in order to focus attention upon the many qualitative
discretionary behaviors which Bogotch had found to
discriminate between principals of schools where there was
high student achievement and principals-of schools where
achievement was not as high.
This study used the questionnaire developed and used by
Bogotch and subsequently used by Williams.

This study also

followed the previous work of both Bogotch and Williams in
presenting the questionnaire and in developing terminology
for the analyses of the responses.
The SMCQ consists of 48 questions in which two
behavioral dimensions and four curricular and instructional
tasks are measured with regard to four managerial control
processes.

The control processes are standards,
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information, assessment, and incentives--each measured by
twelve items or indicators, representing the specific
selected curricular and instructional tasks: teacher
evaluation, staff development, curricular development, and
the selection of texts and instructional materials.

The

questions also differentiate ministerial (called structural
in previous studies) from discretionary aspects of
managerial behaviors.

Sixteen items address frequency

measures of principal behaviors (ministerial) and thirty-two
items measure qualitative aspects (primarily discretionary)
of principal behaviors.

There are two questions added to

the questionnaire that address job satisfaction of teachers.
One question asked for the respondent's rating of
satisfaction with their teaching position and the other
asked for a rating of their satisfaction with the behaviors
of the school principal.
Use of multiple questions for each variable avoids over
generalizations (Schuman & Presser, 1981).

Each question

contains a concrete situational reference to aid recall
(Sudman & Bradburn, 1983) and to link teacher responses to
overt behaviors.

Question order is randomized to avoid

sequencing effects as suggested by Schuman and Presser.
(1981)
The instrument items were designed as positive bias
statements and the responses are on a Likert-type scale.
There is a 6-point response table with 6 being the strongest
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disagreement response and 1 being the strongest agreement
response.

A "Don't Know" response is also provided.

A copy

of the instrument may be found in Appendix E.
In this study, references to the Florida Performance
Measurement System designation replaced the Teacher
Assessment and Development System in two of the questions.
This change was necessary because the teacher evaluation
instrument used in the one school district where the
instrument was developed is not used as a measurement system
in other Florida school districts.

The references are now

appropriate for schools used in this study.
The original SMCQ was used to collect responses to
quantitative and qualitative measures of school managerial
behaviors across four quality control processes.

In the

development of the instrument it was recognized that there
are multiple factors and indicators of control and that
there are latent variables within any measurement and
terminology involving both quality and control.

The SMCQ

was selected for this study because the Bogotch (1989) and
Williams (1990) studies indicated that it offers a practical
method to measure behavioral aspects of control.

Also, by

focusing on one administrative level it offered
opportunities to investigate definitive inferences regarding
behavioral aspects of the rural-school principal.
There are some concerns about the reliability of the
instrument used.

Pre-testing of the School Managerial
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Control Questionnaire was conducted in two stages by Bogotch
(1989) on a sample population similar to his study
population.

The first pre-test objective was to clarify the

meaning of each of the questions.

Initial response

agreements reached on the meaning of each question were
continued until 34 of the 48 items were agreed upon.

The

disagreements focused on technical terms within the school
district or on state terminology.
The second stage involved analyses of responses to the
questionnaire.

Twenty-one completed instruments, out of 27

administered, were judged as suitable for response analysis.
Cronbach's Alpha and item-to-total correlations were
analyzed.

The overall Alpha on the pre-test was 0.8658.

When the 48 items on the SMCQ were analyzed as part of the
456 responses gained in the theory testing study, Bogotch
(1989) reported the Cronbach Alpha coefficient to be 0.9732.
Bogotch further found eight items where inter-item
correlations were low and requested Williams (1990) to
remove them from the questionnaire.

Williams did not remove

the questions and thereby again tested the entire
instrument.

His reasoning was that the instrument had been

tested on one small sample only and his research effort was
conducted across a different sample.
Descriptions of the instrument items related to each of
the leader behavior dimensions, the managerial control
processes, and the curriculum and instruction tasks are
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contained in Chapter Three.

Variable names and their uses

in the analyses are also discussed in that chapter.
Data Analysis
In an effort to offer further validation to the model
suggested by Bogotch (1989) and the instrument used by both
Bogotch and Williams (1990), this study is a "constructive
replication" (Lykken, 1968).

It continues the same

measurement techniques but uses different sampling methods
and different methods of analyses.
This researcher analyzed the data collected within and
across combinations of ministerial and discretionary
behaviors, four quality control processes, and four separate
curriculum and instruction tasks.

The analyses employed

descriptive statistics, reliability tests, and inferential
statistics. The descriptive statistical analyses included
the means, frequency percentages, and standard deviations
for each item on the scale and for the composite variables.
These analyses established parallelism with those
descriptive analyses conducted by both Bogotch and Williams.
This study offers a table of comparisons between the "Don't

.

Know" responses, as well as the quartile rankings of
agreement responses using the data from Bogotch, Williams,
and this study.
The instrument reliability testing done in this study
offers comparative evidence with the pre-test administration
and two previous administrations of the same instrument.
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These administrations would seem to offer more conservative
reasons to change the questionnaire or to re-order the
questions in future studies.
Inferential statistics were used to determine the
differences between ministerial and discretionary behaviors
perceived by respondents relative to the quality control
processes and the selected curriculum and instructional
tasks.

Williams (1990) used a repeated measures ANOVA to

test significant differences between the structural
(ministerial) and discretionary behaviors of elementary
principals for each of the four processes and between the
behaviors and each of the four curricular task areas.
This study analyzed the data using a pair-wise t-test
to determine if there are significant differences in the
sample means for ministerial and discretionary behaviors
alone, ministerial and discretionary behaviors for each of
the four control processes, and ministerial and
discretionary behaviors for each of the four selected
curriculum and instructional tasks.

It was recognized with

respect to the study done by Williams that the ANOVA can be
used when comparing the means of two groups.

However, the F

value obtained can be represented mathematically by squaring
the t-value obtained by using the pair-wise t-test (Borg &
Gall, 1989).
Additionally, this study offers a comparison of the
teacher agreement responses found in both the Bogotch (1989)
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and Williams studies to responses measured in this study.
The means and standard deviations from the two previous
studies and this study are compared.

Items were rank

ordered relative to their strength of response.

Items in

the top quartile of strength of response, as measured by
mean values, and items in the bottom quartile of strength of
response were noted.

These comparisons demonstrate the

strength of teacher agreement about behaviors, processes,
and tasks of school principals.
Analysis of variances (ANOVA) were conducted using the
selected demographic variables.

Comparisons of the

independent variables generated from demographic responses
in this study to the discretionary and ministerial behaviors
of high school principals in small rural schools were made.
These data were also reviewed with regard to the quality
control measures of curriculum and instruction in general
and with respect to each process and each task.

The

independent variables used were teacher's educational level
attained, gender, race, number of years in teaching, and
length of service for principal at the school.
Significance of the Study
For several years an increasing number of studies have
been pointing to the pivotal role of the principal in
bringing about more effective schools.

Where student

achievement was high and where there was a clear sense of
community involvement in schools, invariably the principal
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made the difference (Boyer, 1983).

What does give

outstanding principals the edge over mediocre or even poor
ones?

Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990), in two recent

studies of Florida school principals, have suggested that
the extent to which quality control is exercised over
curriculum and instruction tasks is a significant factor
contributing to differences between effective and
ineffective schools.
The leadership role of school principals is changing to
meet new challenges.

The principal of the 1990's is

becoming a leader who explains, enables, models, and
supports the learning process in schools.

This study seeks

to develop better understanding of the behaviors, processes,
and tasks of the high school principal in small, rural
settings.

The use of a measurement instrument, validated

across a variety of settings, may contribute knowledge that
may further improve professional preparation programs and
in-service experiences for school principals.
The managerial functions of control are generally
limited to planning and monitoring (FCEM, 1984).

Bogotch

suggests that control is still commonly perceived as a
matter of rules, regulations, and directives.

His own

research included efforts to identify qualitative indicators
that may influence control as much or more than the
quantitative ones often used as measures of how well a
principal is doing his or her job.
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This study will contribute to the investigations
initiated by Bogotch by investigating the proposition that
school managerial quality control is exercised as a
three-dimensional integrated set of constructs.

This

researcher believes that principals select ministerial and
discretionary behaviors to perform tasks common to
curriculum and instruction by utilizing the identified
processes of quality control.
As a result of the limitations of Bogotch's (1989) and
Williams'

(1990) work, this study focused on non-urban,

small high schools located in North Central and Northwest
Florida.

This sample offers additional validation to the

theoretical model proposed by Bogotch and used by Williams.
It also offered a different context for applying the
measurement instrument and further tests the validity of the
School Managerial Control Questionnaire.
Delimitations and Limitations
The sample of schools used in this study was delimited
to the 25 small high schools selected by the researcher for
participation in the project.
selected.

The schools were not randomly

During the conduct of the study, the sample was

further delimited to the 19 schools whose teacher responserates for the questionnaires exceeded 40 percent.
Therefore, generalizations are limited to the sample of
schools used in the analyses.

17

Another delimitation regards verification of the
managerial control model developed and tested by Bogotch
(1989) and later used by Williams (1990) with elementary
schools.

Although both researchers suggested that certain

items on the School Managerial Control Questionnaire be
deleted, this researcher chose not to delete them.
Therefore, some items known to have low item-to-total
correlations within some variables were used in this study.
They were assumed to contain the same errors noted by those
researchers.

This study is limited to the interpretation of

how the control processes, described by Bogotch and later
studied by Williams, relate to the dimensions of behavior
posited by Bogotch.

The specific limitation regards the

interpretation of how the selected tasks of curriculum and
instruction related to the posited behavioral dimensions and
whether there is a difference in the perception of the
presence of at least two dimensions of behavior by
principals who manage small high schools.

The

interpretation of the data regarding functional
relationships are limited only to those small, rural high
schools included in the analyses.
The limitations of generalization of the findings may
be influenced by the complexity of the quality control
concept.

Since there was limited testing of interacting

variables only partial explanatory support can be generated
for these interactions.
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Finally, causal inferences may not be drawn from the ex
post facto field study.

Also, some limitations are imposed

on the functional relationships since there was selfreporting by the teachers participating in the study.
Organization of the Study
Chapter One presented the introduction, established the
purpose of the study, listed the research questions of
interest, and abstracted some of the design dimensions
contained in Chapter Three.

Also included in this chapter

are sections describing the significance of the study,
delimitations and limitations, and an overview of the study
report.
Chapter Two offers reviews of related literatures.
First, literature on the role of school principals is
reviewed with specific attention given to literature and
research on high school principals in small schools.
Second, literature addressing managerial control processes
is presented along with a presentation and review of the
constructs contained in Bogotch's (1989) theoretical model.
Reviews are made of each model dimension using citations
which support the behavioral, control processes, and
selected curriculum tasks of the Bogotch model.

The third

and final section of the chapter offers a discussion of the
instrument used by Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) as
well as a review of the findings of their studies.

This
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section offers the basis for establishment of the design of
the extant study.
Chapter Three offers the design of the study, including
the methods of data collection, instrumentation, and
processes and methods used to test the variables selected
for study.
Chapter Four presents the results of the analyses of
the data and discusses the data relative to the purposes and
the research questions of the study.

Comparisons are made

between the findings of this study and the findings of
Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990).
Chapter Five presents the summary and conclusions of
the study and offers suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Related Literature
Introduction
The primary purpose of this study was to apply the
Bogotch (1989) theoretical model of school managerial
control to a sample of small high schools in North Florida.
Evidence of how high school principals exercise quality
control over selected curriculum and instruction tasks was
an outcome desired from the study.
This chapter will first review literature on the role
of school principals with specific attention given to
literature and research on high school principals in small
schools.

References are made as well to quality control

within the school environment.
Second, a brief introduction to the theoretical
construct of control is offered.

Then a graphic

presentation of the Bogotch model is offered and definitions
of the dimensions and elements used in the model are given.
Reviews are made of literature related to each of the model
dimensions using citations that support the behavioral,
control processes, and selected curriculum and instruction
tasks of the Bogotch model.

These reviews provide a

rationale for choosing the model for purposes of this study.
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The third and final section of the chapter offers a

discussion of the instrument used by Bogotch and by
Williams (1990).

Findings of their studies are also

reviewed. This section establishes the basis of the design
of the extant study.
The Role of the Principal
The principal as educational leader of the school is a
long standing, generally acceptable concept.

From the early

writings of Cubberley (1923) to the more recent ones of
Brandt (1989) and Murphy (1992), exhortations to be leaders,
not merely managers, have been given.

Further, lists of

expectations and characteristics common to many aspects of
the principalship have been developed (see Lipham, Rankin, &
Hoeh, 1985; Roe & Drake, 1986; and Wood, Nicholson &
Findley, 1979).

Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) interviewed

secondary principals and found that principals identified by
others as effective were (1) strongly committed to certain
personal values about schools and children, (2) tended to be
active and to take initiative, and (3) did not allow
themselves to be consumed by routine organizational
maintenance demands.

Their research challenges any

suggestion that there may be "one best approach" to the
principalship.
What do principals do?

The National Association of

Secondary School Principals (1985) identified 160 tasks in
an assessment instrument that principals perform on a day-
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to-day basis in order to do the job normally assigned to
them by their school district.
Leadership literature tells principals to be visible,
accessible, and informed (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1987).

At the same time principals feel

pressed to run a tight ship from the position of control
with maximum perspective on the ship's movement.

Donaldson

(1991), reflects on this situation as an "agenda paradox."
Be accessible, responsive, and informed but establish and
maintain mission and efficient organization.
Schon (1987) wrote, "The practitioner must choose.
Shall he remain on the high ground when he can solve
relatively unimportant problems according to prevailing
standards of rigor, or shall he descend to the swamp of
important problems and non-rigorous inquiry?" (p.3)
Sergiovanni (1991) postulated that principals can base their
practice on the assumption that predetermined solutions
exist for most problems or they can base their practice on
the assumption of few problems having predetermined
solutions.
According to Schon (1983), one may be comfortable in
viewing the principalship as a logical process of problem
solving with the application of standard techniques to
predictable problems.

However, a more accurate view may be

one of a principal "managing messes" (p.16).
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In Blumberg's (1989) book School Administration as
Craft, the successful principal is seen focusing on the
kinds of know-how that go beyond the ability to simply
employ skills of leadership.

He describes the principal as

an artisan that knows what to do and when to do it.

Wolcott

(1973) provides an example of the actual behavior of
principals.

His investigations indicate the principalship

is characterized by face-to-face interpersonal encounters
and that the role is highly personal and problem centered.
Though not a replication of Wolcott, Donaldson (1991)
studied the high school and related that he used Wolcott
and Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) to inform him of the
conceptional grasp of the real experiences of principals.
When the study of school principals behavior was
undertaken by Salley, McPherson, and Baehr (1979), they
developed a Job Function Inventory for School Principals.
They concluded the principalship is defined in terms of
administrative rather than instructional functions and the
traditional concepts of the principal as instructional
leader increasingly conflict with pressures to be a
"production manager."

Morris and his colleagues (1981)

found a lot of latitude for discretion in decision-making
and in other aspects of the principa1ship.

Their study

indicates that principals exercise discretion in (1)
monitoring, (2) protecting the system, (3) adapting policies
to school needs,

(4)realizing person goals,

(5) acquiring
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power,

(6) adapting to reward systems, and (7) maintaining

instructional integrity.
Martin and Willower (1981) studied managerial behavior
of four secondary school principals.

Berman, as cited in

Greenfield (1982), studied female high school principals.
Both of these studies noted that there is a distribution of
effort over a range of activities.

However, neither of

these studies included measures of teacher perceptions of
managerial behavior of principals as is used in the extant
study.
The context in which principals perform their duties
has been reported by Weick (1976) as "loosely coupled."

A

few years later Weick (1982) expanded upon the notion of a
loosely coupled system by saying, "In a loosely coupled
system you don't influence less, you influence differently.
Effective administrators in loosely coupled systems have to
move around, meet people face-to-face, talk about projects
that have been started.

They influence the system by

centralizing the key values and articulating them through
direct interaction, eloquence, persistence, and detail" (p.
675).
Sarason (1982) commented that most of the principal's
time is spent on administrative housekeeping matters and
maintaining order.

Duke (1988) found the sources of

dissatisfaction of principals leaving the profession in

Vermont to be poor relations with subordinates, lack of
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clear school board policies, and lack of support from
superiors.
One cannot review literature on the role of the
principal, what they do, without encountering the terms
"effective" and "instructional leader."

Much of the

literature about school principals has included, since 1985,
attempts to evaluate principals as effective or ineffective
instructional leaders.

It seemed relatively easy to

determine whether principals exhibit behavior that gives
evidence of following rules and regulations.

It has been

more difficult to determine the behaviors that promote
effective instructional leadership.

Some recent studies

(Krug, 1989, 1992; Krug, Ahadi, & Scott, 1991; Weber, 1990)
have, though independently done, concluded that
instructional leaders perform at least five identifiable
tasks.

These tasks are associated with effective principals

and include (1) giving a clear definition of the school
mission,

(2) managing curriculum and instruction, (3)

focusing on supervision of teachers from a prospective
relationship, (4) knowing a variety of ways to measure
student progress, and (5) promoting an instructional climate
by creating conditions under which people understand what it
is they need to do, rather than "telling" people what to do.
Smith and Andrews (1989) studied over 1,200 principals and
found that four broad areas of principal-teacher interaction
promoted school effectiveness.

These principal roles are
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resource provider, instructional resource, communicator, and
visible presence.

Both of the above behavioral taxonomies

could be fitted within the control process designed by
Bogotch (1989), studied by Williams (1990), and utilized as
dependent variables in this study.
In educational research literature on more effective
and less effective principals, Rutherford (1985), Persell
and Cookson (1982), Barth (1986), Edmonds (1979), and
Brookover and Lezotte (1979) favored the study of elementary
principals.

Lipsitz (1984), in utilizing a case study

approach of four· middle school principals, offered 17
conclusions about effective principals. When the above are
combined with other studies such as Purkey and Smith (1983),
Rouche and Baker (1986), Stedman (1987), and Wimp1eburg,
Teddlie, and Stringfield (1989), one is offered a
comprehensive mind-scape of effective schools and roles of
principals.

These studies along with that of Pajak and

Glickman (1989) suggest that principals who are most
effective may indeed be "leaders of leaders."

This concept,

although beyond the scope of this study, has been developed
by Sergiovanni (1991).
Small schools
One of the factors motivating this study of managerial
quality control was to view it from the perspective of the
rural, small high school principal.

A brief review of
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literature on rural school issues is included in this
section.
There seems to be a widespread belief that large size

is a prerequisite for a cost effective, diverse, and
specialized curriculum.

Knezevich (1984) writes that 40

percent of the school districts in the United States should
be eliminated because they are inefficient or ineffective.
There are contradictory implications regarding school size
(Hamilton, 1983).

Goodlad (1984) views big schools as a

clear source of undesirable outcomes and Boyer (1983) sees a
drawback to large size as being less advantageous for
student social development.

Ornstein (1993) reports there

is recent sociological data which suggest small high schools
are more effective than large ones in the way they engage
students and teachers to make the educational enterprise
worthwhile.

Both Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990)

reported that as faculty size increased there was a decrease
in the teacher agreement about behavioral dimensions of
school principals.
Conclusions from studies investigating school size have
taken a dramatic turn in recent years.

Haller and Monk

(1988) divide the modern reform movement into "hard" and
"soft'·' themes.

On the "hard" side of consolidation efforts

and large size are more and better offerings of math and
science courses, better bases for minimum competency
testing, and more economically efficient operations.

On the
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"soft" side (favoring small size) are the social and moral
issues of schooling, greater cooperation between teachers
and administrators, and a stronger role for parents.

Newman

(1981) reported that the optimal size of secondary schools
falls in the range of 500 to 1,200.

The larger the school,

the more difficult it is to achieve clear consensual goals
and create positive relations among students and staff.

In

Swanson's (1988) review of 35 studies he offers a finding
that percentages of administrative turnover and teacher
turnover seems to be greater in small schools than in large
ones.

However, of the 35 studies cited on school size, none

addressed the principals hip and effects of school size on
the principal's role.
Fowler and Walberg (1991) reviewed studies conducted
over the past twenty years, particularly at the elementary
level, and found school size to have an independent positive
effect upon student achievement, extra-curricular
participation, student satisfaction, and attendance.

Small

schools, particularly high schools, may also differ in terms
of staff interaction.

It appears that keeping schools

relatively small might be more efficacious sociologically
and they may exhibit more consensus as to goals of education
(Fowler & Walberg, 1991).
Regardless of school size, Pellicer and colleagues
(1988) reported, in a time series study, progressively less
involvement of principals as instructional leaders in their
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schools.

The findings indicate that in 1985, 54 percent of

the principals reported they spent less than one-half of
their time as instructional leaders.

In 1988, 68 percent of

the principals reported they spent less than one-half of
their time as instructional leaders.

The authors also

suggest that the role of instructional leader is more one of
perception than one of reality.
In a study of 462 principals in rural schools in the
Great Plains (Chance & Lingren, 1989), the greatest portion
of the school day was spent by principals on general
managerial duties.

Although maintaining high visibility at

the school, the principals in this study reported little
time being spent with teachers in classrooms.
When the principalship of a small, non-urban school was
studied (Farmerie & Travers, 1986), a review of related
literature indicated much research focusing on the nature,
problems, and characteristics of the urban principal.

In

contrast, study of suburban, semi-rural, and rural
principals tends to suffer from neglect.

The information

provided in later chapters of this study address this
concern.

The same measure of principal's behavior developed

by Bogotch (1989) and used by Williams (1990), when they
studied principals in the nation's fourth largest school
district, is used in this study of small, non-urban high
school principals.
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Finally, there is little agreement as to what size a
school should be.

And, given the paucity of research

evidence in the area of the small school principalship and
staff interaction, studies of small school principals
appears to be fertile ground for further research.

In

discussing the role of the principal and some of the
implications of school size upon the position, the issue of
control and more recently quality control has emerged.

This

topic is the subject of the next section of the related
literature reviewed during this study.
Control
According to Hodgetts and Kuratko (1991) control is the
process of establishing standards, comparing results against
those standards and correcting deviations.

These authors

indicate that control involves more than analyzing
quantitative results.

Kast and Rosenzweig (1974) state that

the maintenance of organizational activity with allowable
limits constitutes control (p.467).

Drucker (1982, p.11S)

maintains that to make knowledgeable workers productive,
appropriate attention to control will allow capable workers
to be assigned to and do the right job.

Michael (1981)

asserts that to master the change process there must be a
control cycle within the managerial strategies implemented.
It seems clear from these studies that control is maintained
by decisions about actions needed based upon a variety of
information.
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Although the foregoing review of literature suggests
there is disagreement among organizational researchers and
school practitioners about the processes and measures of the
concept of control, several academic disciplines have
something to say about its meaning.

Psychologists,

sociologists, political scientists, organizational
theorists, and philosophers have expressed ideas on what
constitutes control (Bogotch, 1989). Recent organizational
approaches to control (Ouchi, 1979) suggest two underlying
control strategies.

One is in performance evaluation, the

other in the minimizing the divergence of preferences among
members of the organization.

Typically teachers want more

discretion, flexibility, and room for professional judgment
and administrators often want to maintain or to increase
control mechanisms (Shedd & Bacharach, 1991).
According to a study reported by Blase (1993), the
ability of principals to influence teachers is related to
two factors, strategies and goals.

Blase used the construct

normative-instrumental leadership to refer to an orientation
in which control of teacher behavior is a central goal.
Such control is enacted through a process of exchange.
Hoy and Brown (1988) have written, "Formal authority is
satisfactory for eliciting certain minimum performance
levels, but it is not sufficient for obtaining compliance
beyond formal and bureaucratic expectations.

A basic

challenge before principals is to extend their influence
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over their professional staff beyond the narrow limits of
formal authority"(pp.33-34). Control can be increased
through subtle cultural and ideological means (Deal &
Kennedy, 1984) and there is evidence (Anderson, 1991) that
this form of control is used in educational settings.
Within social control theory at least two basic perspectives
have been dominant--structuralism and social interactionism.
According to Ebaugh (1988), structuralists deal with
expectations in the normative system and interactionists
focus on the way individuals negotiate emergent meanings.
Etzioni (1961) suggested that organizations can be
categorized in the way that the leaders of the organization
exercise control. He lists these as "power" relationships of
coercive, remunerative, or normative.

Etzioni comments that

pure normative power is the most useful since it can be
exercised directly along the hierarchial ladder.

Fay (1977)

posited that the reclaiming of control may be made through
active participants whose responsibility for their choices
can be explained by referring to their purposes, ideals, and
beliefs.

He contrasts this reclamation with the usual form

of control that is deep within the social order and is
dedicated to maintaining existing power relationships.
Deming (1982) suggests that more than 85 percent of the
things that go wrong within an organization are directly
attributable to how the organizations's system and processes
are set up.

Glasser (1992) uses the term "lead-manager" as
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opposed to "boss-manager" and writes that quality
performance is only achieved by workers who are treated in
the way all human beings want to be treated.
Bogotch (1989), in reflecting on the existing reviews
of social science theories of control, found that the
definition of organizational control was not fully
developed.

He cites Tannebaum, et ale (1974) that

organizational control was fundamentally hierarchical,
regardless of the cultural context, substantively linking
structure to control.

Mahoney and Frost (1977) relate that

the causal relationships between structural and control were
not found to be conclusive.

Bogotch concluded that most

measures of control were based on models that came from
single, observable measures, were quantitatively biased
toward measuring frequency of behaviors and were in many
aspects analyzing the suspected differences between informal
and formal behaviors.

In synthesizing managerial control

Bogotch (1989) asserted that (a) control is a potent
theoretical concept present in every organization regardless
of the structure and hierarchical roles, (b) control is an
operational concept at the action level along a series of
organizational processes, (c) there are at least two
behavioral dimensions to the organizational processes--one
being measured quantitatively by frequency and being
regularly done and the other being discretionary based with
emphasis on choice and most often measured qualitatively,
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and (d) social control is explainable in terms of behavioral
dimensions, processes, and tasks.
With these concepts in mind, and because he could find
no adequate theory of control which could provide school
principals with guidelines for decision-making, Bogotch
(1989) developed a rationale for a process model of control.
The process dimension contained four control processes,
standards, information, assessment, and incentives.
Through a synthesis of research findings from
organizational theory, political science, sociology,
psychology, and philosophy, Bogotch (1989) integrated these
into the cultural and contextual framework of public school
organization.
two objectives.

He also conducted an interview study having
The first was to identify specific

activities of principals in their role of instructional
leaders.

The second objective was to categorize control

activities which emerged from the open-ended responses of
principals and other personnel at the building level.
When Bogotch analyzed published studies and his
interview data, theoretical distinctions were made between
~

two behavioral dimensions found within each of the four
control processes he had postulated earlier.

The behavioral

dimensions were a structural dimension that was comprised of
patterns both formal and informal, and a discretionary
dimension that reflected attitudes, needs, and beliefs
associated with managerial control processes.
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The identified administrator behaviors were, according
to Bogotch, logically divided into two types of measures.
The dominant measure was frequency when structural behaviors
were considered.

When the discretionary behaviors were

considered there were numerous measures identified which had
been part of few systematic reviews.

It may seem convenient

to divide these behaviors into quantitative ones involving
the structural dimension and qualitative ones denoting the
discretionary dimensions.

To do this would negate the

possibility that there are some qualitative measures of
activities in the structural

(Ministerial) dimension and

some quantitative measures of activities in the
discretionary dimension.
this to be the case.

Bogotch (1989) concluded later

He named this third dimension

Integrative but did not use it in his theoretical model.
Bogotch decided that even though he could measure
administrative behaviors along two dimensions and the
control processes along four dimensions, these should be
applied to the practical tasks that face school principals.
He selected the core technology of schooling, curriculum and
instruction, for the task dimension of his theoretical
construct of the model.

The tasks selected were based on

literature reviews and were supported by responses gained in
the interview study.

They are teacher evaluation, staff

development, curriculum development, and selection of texts
and instructional materials.
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A graphic presentation of the Bogotch (1989)
theoretical model follows.

This presentation, along with

supportive definitions, is intended to provide the reader
with an overview of the model.

Specific literature used to

support each of the three theoretical dimensions will follow
presentation of the model.
Figure 1.

Bogotch's Managerial Control Model for Curriculum
and Instruction
PRINCIPALS' BEHAVIORS
DISCRE'1;IONARY
STRUCTURAL

P
R

0

C
E
S
S

STANDARDS
INFORMATION
ASSESSMENTS
INCENTIVES

C

T

E

A

H

E

V

E

R

D

F

L
A
S

T

E

V

T

F

A

S

E

L

E

C

X
E

T

T

TASKS
Note: The term "structural" used by Bogotch and Williams to
identify one type of principals' behavior was changed to the
term "ministerial" for this study. The term ministerial
comes from the field of school law and refers to those
matters which are assigned or must be carried out in
relation to prescribed policy or rule.
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The components of the model are further described in
the following section:

* Behaviors-- Ministerial is used to delineated the "have
to"

aspects of the principal's role related to rules,

policies, regulations, and conditions not usually subject to
judgment or self direction.
represent the "want to"

Discretionary behaviors

aspects of the role which implies

idiosyncratic professional initiatives by principals.

See

Appendix D for additional delineation of the terminology
used in this study.

* CONTROL PROCESSES-- Guide(s) to action involving four
distinct yet interrelated processes.

These control process

dimensions are standards, assessment, information, and
incentives (Williams, 1990, p.75).

* STANDARDS - Refer to the principles that are part of
the formal directives, rules, procedures, schedules
and instruments derived from local, state, or
national sources as well as the intangible qualities
stated or not stated that principals want to have in
their schools. (Bogotch,1989, p.142)

* INFORMATION - The flow of communications from
administrators in sharing information with the staff
and the transmittal and use of information from
teachers, departments, and administrators within the
school building.
* ASSESSMENT - Includes formal assessments that are
prescribed by the state, district, 'or collective
bargaining contracts, as well as informal
evaluations that reflect the perceptions, judgments,
and managerial discretion of the principal.
(Bogotch,1989, p.148)

* INCENTIVES - The planned and controlled distribution
of rewards (Mitchell,1987). The promise or
expectation of reinforcement (Gage & Berliner,
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1988). The references may be made to extrinsic or
intrinsic rewards.

* TASKS - Curriculum and instruction tasks selected by
Bogotch were adapted from Cawelti & Adkisson (1986).

They

are related to the day-to-day activities of the principal
and include teacher evaluation, staff development,
curriculum development, and selection of instructional
materials and textbooks.
The next section of this review addresses literature
related to dimensions of Bogotch's theoretical model.
Selected studies which support constructs of the model are
identified.
Leader Behavior
Max Weber, a German sociologist, identified a
bureaucratic system as one where the principles of fixed and
official jurisdictional areas are generally ordered by
rules, laws or administrative regulations (Gerth & Mills,
1948, p.196).

Bidwell (1965) relates that schools displayed

some bureaucratic characteristics, including a fundamental
division of labor, a definition of staff roles, a
hierarchial ordering of offices, and the conduction of
operations in a routine manner according to rules of
procedure.

Bidwell also noted that there was a distinctive

combination of bureaucracy and structural looseness that
characterized school.
For many years the dominant paradigm regarding schools
as organizations has been that of a rational bureaucracy.
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Abbott (1969) outlines the school as a "highly developed
bureaucracy" in the following manner:
1. The school is influenced by the need for
specialization and the factoring of tasks. The
establishment of departments and guidance programs
all represent the separation of the administrative
function from the teaching function.
2. The school organization has a clearly defined
hierarchy of authority.
3. The school organization leans heavily upon the
use of general rules to control the behavior of
members and to develop standards which would
assure reasonable uniformity in the performance of
tasks.
4. Despite frequent proclamations regarding
togetherness and democracy, the school
organization has applied an impersonality on the
basis of rational considerations rather than
charismatic qualities or traditional imperatives.
5. Employment in the educational organization has
been based upon technical competence.
There is little doubt that the high school of today
continues to have many elements of a structural
(ministerial) nature. The grading scale is prescribed by
law, the credits for courses are prescribed by number and
specific hours of instruction, the length of the school
year, the eligibility of

participant~

in school activities,

the representation of various shareholders on school
advisory councils, the district pupil progression plan, and
the required code of conduct are but a few examples of the
ministerial functions to be carried out by the high school
principal.
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There has been little disagreement that many schools
exhibit conventional bureaucratic forms of organization with
standard ideas of authority, administration, and control
(March,1978).

The common perceptions included the view of

the uni-dimensional behavior of bureaucratic incumbents.
However, recent considerations of social changes impacting
schools cause us to reconsider Barnard's (1938) contention
that " ... rarely did scholars seem to sense the processes of
coordination and decision that underline the functions of
the executive" (p.ix).

Barnard (1938) seems to have been

one of the first to ascribe two dimensions of executive
behavior.
Herriott and Firestone (1984) tested two images of
schools, rational bureaucracy and loosely coupled systems.
They provide evidence that the bureaucratic image of school
is beginning, especially in secondary schools, to be
replaced by a more open image.
Bogotch (1989) conducted interviews with school
principals known to him as being representative of
administrators who had broad influence over curriculum and
instructional tasks at their schools.

Bogotch summarized

the interview transcripts and noted 156 managerial
behaviors.

Fifty-three behaviors were defined as

structurally determined and 103 were defined as
discretionary behaviors (p.155).

Further, from extensive

reviews of literature on managerial behaviors, Bogotch
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(1989, pp.l74-175) reported research that had tested the
strength, interaction effects, and causality of at least
thirteen variables for what he termed as discretionary
behaviors and twelve variables for what he termed as
structural behaviors.
This study accepts Bogotch's (1989) proposition that
there is indeed a discretionary dimension of leadership
behavior.

As regards its application to behavior of school

principals, it may be characterized as the "want-to"
dimension.

It represents those professional acts of school

leaders beyond the "have-to" demands of ministerial duties.
This dimension was found to be present in over two-thirds of
the activities described by principals in Bogotch's
interviews.

They included such acts as involving faculty in

curriculum decisions, responding to additional needs above
the district allocations, participating- in conferences,
making informal classroom visits, and providing information
about new instructional materials.
Bogotch left little doubt that the discretionary
dimension was a potent force in the managerial behavior of
principals.

His research and that of Williams (1990)

confirmed the existence of this dimension.

The interviews

conducted by Bogotch and the analysis of teacher agreement
responses by Williams also confirmed the existence of the
structural dimension.

This study interprets the structural

dimension as "ministerial" and considers the activities

42

associated with it as "have-to"

or required behaviors.

The

use of ministerial behavior relates to a required direction,
rule, policy, procedure, or regulation that is performed,
for the most part, without regard to independent judgment as
to the worth, fairness, clarity, meaning, difficulty, or
usefulness of the required action.
Bogotch (1989), in reflecting on the concept of
dimensionality, used the terms quantitative and qualitative
as measures of managerial behavior.

His data indicated

there was not a clear dichotomy between these two measures.
He reported that there were some structural behaviors that
were measured only by quantitative (frequency) measures and
some discretionary behaviors that were strictly qualitative
in nature.

In presenting a revision of his model Bogotch

concluded that there were certain qualitative measures
(e~g.,

worth and fairness) that were found within the

structural dimensions.

Bogotch further hypothesized there

was a level of control he labeled as integrative and noted
there were alternative managerial behaviors for the
structural dimension.

Further application of his model

.

beyond this study may reveal additional dimensions that may
be measurable when considering the managerial behaviors of
school principals.
The research by Bogotch, replicated in a different
setting by Williams (1990), and the data from this study
offer only a strength of agreement response to two
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dimensions of managerial behavior.
admi ttedly arbi t.rary.

The two dimensions are

However they are consistent with

claims by Sergiovanni (1987), Bowman and Deal (1991), Weick
(1985), and Astuto and Clark (1985) that there are more to
the behaviors of school managers than rational-structural
processes.
Control Processes
The evidence from social science control-theory
research suggests that managerial control is defined by more
than a single entity.

Social control theories established

performance and standards as a managerial control process,
political dynamics demonstrated the need for information and
assessment systems, and psychological control identified the
system of incentives and internalized standards as control
processes.

Bogotch (1989) wrote " ... given the complexity of

school organizations and the effects of situational and
cultural differences on learning, it may be considered
impractical to hypothesize a unified system of control
processes across diverse tasks and organizational cultures"
(p.181).

This unknown, however, is the essence of the

research conducted by Bogotch and the focus of this study.
An attempt is made to measure the control processes within a
single domain of tasks associated with the principalship,
that being curriculum and instruction.

Williams (1990)

further explored the control processes and tasks associated
with this single domain in his study of elementary school
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principals using the conceptual framework and measurement
process used by Bogotch.

This study is a response to the

need to expand the sample to different settings and to
further study the control processes utilized in the work of
high school principals.

Bogotch (1989, p. 182), cites

significant research emphasizing control as being specific
to tasks, individuals, managerial complexity, and nonrationality of school organization.

He suggests that a

unified model of managerial control can provide a way of
observing, identifying, and measuring common, essential
attributes.

There is not a claim of a one best control

system (p.183).
Lawler and Rhode (1976) developed a process
classification system that incorporated quantitative and
qualitative meanings of structure.

Consistent with the

evolution from bureaucratic to professional models of
educational management, schools are being asked to asses
themselves more on the basis of outcomes and client
satisfaction and less in regard to adherence to externally
imposed rules and regulations (Guthrie, 1990).

Bogotch

reclassified these behavioral control indicators in terms of
the managerial control process for his study.

These

processes are believed by this researcher to be relevant for
further study in the context of today's principalship.
Standards.

The questions on standards attempted to

elicit the teacher's views of principals' behaviors
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concerning state, district, and school policies, goals and
procedures for the curriculum tasks.

The questions also

tried to elicit teacher responses to those attempts by
principals to exceed formal policies and procedures.

With

regard to standards, the Carnegie Report of Education and
the Economy (1986) concluded that fundamental changes were
needed in the organizational structure, professional roles,
and goals of American public education.

Yet, the reforms

embodied in restructured-schools proposals raise the level
of ambiguity in the work of the principal.

New standards of

excellence and instructional goals must be clearly defined
for the purpose of accountability.
The federal government has funded efforts to set
standards in seven subject areas after the nation's
governors called for setting of world class standards
(Videro & West, 1993).

Under direction of the National

Council of Teachers of Mathematics, the Curriculum and
Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics was published.
It contains 28 standards deemed essential to the development
of a technology-based, problem-solving approach to
mathematics education that stresses applications of the
discipline to problems in an "information-based" society.
(NCTM,1989)

There are currently at least eleven different

efforts to set subject-matter standards for American
education.
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The literature is persuasive that the control process
of standards is a viable and essential part of the
managerial control exercised by high school principals.
They are seen as exercising both ministerial and
discretionary behaviors as they control standards of the
selected curriculum and instruction tasks.
Information.

The questions relating to this control

process referred to the flow of communication from
administrators, the sharing among the staff and the
provision and use of information from teachers to the
principal.

The control process of information is

highlighted as an important process to be exercised by
today's principals.

One of the functions of information is

to enhance connections between the school and sources of
knowledge in the environment.

School staffs do not always

possess the knowledge and skills needed to solve the
educational and social problems they identify.

The

development of a faculty's problem solving capacity must not
only involve the sharing and validation of their own craft
knowledge, but also the development of new knowledge
(Fullan,l99l).
With school restructuring the principal, rather than
representing the primary source of professional expertise
and instructional leadership, is exhorted to tap the
expertise and leadership of teachers.

This shift in craft

focus highlights the importance of the principal's ability

47
to work collaboratively with staff in group problem solving.
Decision-making at the school level is no longer a
prerogative or private activity for the principal.
(Hallinger,1993)
When a new program or innovation appears to have the
potential to become a part of a professional's work-life,
informational concerns become uppermost (Hall & Hord, 1987).
Whether an innovation was implemented or not seemed to focus
very heavily on the information process.

How was the new

program introduced, how clear were the procedures made, how
complex was the process or program to incorporate, and was
assistance provided (Hall & Hord,1987)?

When the questions

is asked,"what do leaders do?" Hord & Czewinski (1991)
answer by saying, " ... they promote innovation implementation
by being actively involved in coaching, problem solving, and
providing technical assistance"(p. 4).
The control process of information is well established.
It is one that has been and will continue to be exercised as
a viable construct of managerial behavior.
Assessments.

In the matter of assessment, the

principal's role measured by the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire focuses on formal assessments prescribed by
the state or district as well as the perceptions, judgments,
and managerial discretion of the principal (Bogotch,1989,
p.148).

Through the Florida Performance Measurement System

(FPMS), or an alternative approved district plan, all
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teachers are evaluated on at least an annual basis by the
principal or other administrator.

In theory, formal

evaluation of teachers by principals is a powerful means of
promoting professional growth.

However, Barth (1990)

comments that conventional supervision often approaches a
meaningless ritual.

He describes most evaluation efforts as

those used to hire, rehire, promote, grant tenure, or
dismiss and to convince taxpayers that the system enforces
the adherence to curriculum and rigorous expectations
(p.56).

Barth also explains that success in promoting

growth of teachers can best be done by rearranging the
conditions and structures under which teachers work and
allowing teachers to become students of their own teaching
and that of others.
The assessment process of control used in this study
goes beyond the traditional teacher evaluation process and
measures the sharing of leadership and increased support of
the staff in areas defined in studies by Sergiovanni (1987),
Hallinger (1993), and Rowan (1990).

Future issues of the

control process of assessment may include teacher portfolios
which can provide a connection to the content and personal
histories of real teaching and make it possible to document
the unfolding of both teaching and learning over time
(Shulman,1988).

The efforts begun by the Teacher Assessment

Project (Wolf,l99l) will continue to explore the role which

portfolios can play in the voluntary national certification
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of teachers.

Principals must continue to recognize the

complexities of teaching and learning and become even more
involved in the alternative of assessing teachers through
portfolios.

The control process of assessment is a viable

theoretical construct that has practical significance as
principals exercise control over the tasks of curriculum and
instruction.
Incentives.

Support for the inclusion of incentives as

an essential managerial control process was found primarily
within the literature of psychology (Bogotch,l989).

The

questions related to this process were designed to get the
teachers' responses to the kinds of rewards and recognitions
as well as the manner of distribution given by the
principal.

An incentive is the promise or expectation of

reinforcement (Gage & Berliner,1988).

The management

corttrol process of incentives within the school building is
somewhat problematical.

Griffin (1985) described

educational rewards as tangible and intangible with the
tangible rewards being more recognizable.

Given the few

recognitions for outstanding teaching behavior, Sieber

.

(1981) reported that the social cost of recognizing teachers
through compensatory incentives is in excess of the intended
benefits.

Few, if any states, have been able to sustain

merit-teacher programs where the rewards have been based on
monetary assignment.
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There is virtually unanimous agreement in the
literature that teachers are more powerfully affected by
intrinsic rewards.

Mitchell (1987) defines incentives as

the planned and controlled distribution of rewards. In order
to measure this distribution system it is necessary to
determine whether or not principals exercise a distribution
of the incentives, whether or not they are meaningful, and
whether or not they are equitably distributed (Bogotch,
1989)
Lawler and Rhode (1976) use intrinsic and extrinsic
rewards as being important considerations for managerial
control.

They contend the job itself must be meaningful and

worthwhile for the rewards system to benefit the
organization as a whole.

Since individual teachers ascribe

subjective meanings to rewards, an incentive system which
focuses on individuals is likely to have unreliable measures
and cause alienation and charges of favoritism (Blase,1988).
Mitchell and Peters (1988) report that where schools,
programs, or whole departments are recognized a positive
climate can result.
Classrooms and schools become effective when quality
people are recruited to teaching and when the work-place is
organized to stimulate and reward accomplishments (Conley,
Bacharach & Bauer, 1989).

Unfortunately, as Fullan (1991)

explains, the circumstances of teaching are asking a lot and
giving back little.

Outside the school, aside from casual
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contact, Goodlad (1984) found little to suggest active
ongoing exchanges of ideas and practices.

Rosenholtz (1989)

paints an equally bleak picture with a majority (65 of 78)
of schools she studied showing little attention to schoolwide goals, limited teacher learning on the job, teacher
uncertainty about what to teach, and low commitment to the
job and the school.

The intrinsic reward system was found

to be, for the most part, non-existent.

Fullan (1991)

states that change is needed because many teachers are
frustrated, bored, and burned out (p. 131).

Change

processes that foster sustained professional development
over one's career and lead to student benefits may be one of
the few sources of revitalization and satisfaction left for
teachers (Fullan, 1991).
The school principal has a considerable burden to be
helpful, supportive, trusting, and knowledgeable (Barth,
1990).

The effective exercise of the managerial control

process, incentives, through meaningful and equitable
measures is a major step in the improvement of schools.
Curriculum and Instructional Tasks
Finn (1987) has stated, "The principalship is probably
the single most powerful fulcrum for improving school
effectiveness.

Developing, selecting, and supporting

effective educational leaders is the key to achieving the
school excellence that Americans want and deserve" (p. 20).
Andrews and Soder (1987) confirmed earlier research that
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effective schools have principals who exhibit strong
instructional leadership.

Steller (1988) relates that

effective principals are at the center of curricular and
instructional improvements within their schools.

Cawe1ti

and Adkisson (1986) used four tasks to identify major areas
of curriculum.

These were staff development, teacher

evaluation, curriculum development, and the selection of
textbooks and instructional materials.

Bogotch (1989) and

Williams (1990) utilized these same tasks as independent
variables in testing teacher agreement responses to two
dimensions of principal's behavior.

This section of the

literature review will present an overview of the role of
the principal, particularly at the secondary level, in
carrying out the curriculum and instructional tasks in their
schools.
The principal is one of the few people who can see the
whole curriculum of a school on a daily basis (English &
Hill, 1990).

This view of current secondary schools is

manifested in a potpourri of legislative mandates, state
regulations, passing fads, perceived national crises, court
orders, and local initiatives (Tanner, 1986).

Sergiovanni

(1991) relates that a school's educational program is more
than the formally stated curriculum.

It is the curriculum

expressed in the actual activities of teaching and learning.
The core technology of schooling encompasses all four
of the tasks selected for this study.

How the working
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relationships develop between teachers and principals is
critical to the

~fficacy

of instructional leadership

(Lieberman, 1988; Rallis, 1990).

The literature on

educational change contains a great deal of evidence that
principals playa pivotal role in the adoption of
innovations that depend heavily on teacher-principal
involvement (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee, 1982; Deal &
Peterson, 1990; Fullan, 1991).
How do principals feel concerning their role in
instruction?

Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) indicate that

principals consider personnel and program development as
their most important tasks.

An instructional leadership

framework suggested by Hallinger and Murphy (1987) promotes
the tasks of curriculum development, staff development,
teacher evaluation, and selection of materials.

They used

this framework to develop the Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale.

This scale contains 50 statements

of specific instructional leadership behaviors that
respondents can answer with perceptions of the occurrence of
leadership activity.
The role of the high school principal varies among
current researchers.

Hallinger (1989) confirms that the

high school principals instructional leadership role differs
from the centralized role portrayed in the literature of
effective elementary schools.

Cuban (1988) views the

secondary principals role as a leader of leaders.

If, in
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fact, high school principals are to lead other leaders
(teachers), as Cuban describes, they would do well to
understand what Dufour and Eaker (1991) say about this
issue.

These researchers reported that in a study of 8,500

teachers, 85 percent believe instruction would improve if
they were involved in decision-making processes.

This same

study reported only 3 of 10 teachers were involved in
textbook and materials selection. These same authors list
several areas of teacher empowerment that principals should
consider:
1. Teachers responsible for delivering a
curriculum should playa major role in its
development.
2. It seems self-evident that those who will be
called upon to use particular textbooks,
equipment, and instructional materials should have
the opportunity to have a voice in their
selection. (As a note to this item, the Florida
Legislature, through implementing language in the
Appropriations Bill for 1993, requires the
involvement of parents and teachers in the
approval of instructional materials prior to the
categorical funds for this purpose being released
to each school district.)
3. Staff development planning is currently
limited, in most cases, to surveying their
interest in potential topics.
4. Principals can support mentoring programs that
give emphasis to positive evaluation experiences.
This item is given major emphasis in Florida
schools through the Professional Orientation
Program which requires a Peer Teacher to support
each beginning teacher. The FPMS (1992) update
emphasizes that evaluation should be used for the
purpose of improving instruction.
The instructional leadership role of the principal is
confirmed by several studies.

Blumberg (1980) stated,
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"While many principals might dream of being effective
instructional leaders, in reality their experience is shaped
by administrative and managerial functions."

Pellicer and

colleagues (1989), in reporting on a national survey of high
school principals, presented information that in 1985, 54
percent of those surveyed spent less than 50 percent of the
their time as instructional leaders.

The same survey

repeated in 1989 revealed that 68 percent said they spent
less than half their time as instructional leaders.
Evidence such as this confirmed Goodlad's (1984) findings of
the time spent on instructional leadership by principals and
prompted his proposal that head teachers be employed to
serve as role models to fellow teachers, provide them with
in-service activities, and diagnose learning problems.
Goodlad indicates that principals themselves are rarely
evaluated on their abilities to role-model effective
teaching.

He maintains that the instructional leadership

function will continue to suffer if the principal is the
evaluator and the judge of teacher competency.

Perhaps the

best curriculum role for the principal is that of
facilitator and through this role may become, according to
Cuban (1988), a leader of leaders.
Secondary principals reported as "strong" by Smith and
Andrews (1989) spent more time on educational program
improvement than did "average" or "weak" high school
principals.

Descriptions of effective high school
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principals (Louis & Miles, 1990; Wilson & Corcoran,1988)
show that continuous attention to program and instructional
issues, collaborative and professional work cultures, and
resource acquisition and monitoring for results have
resulted in these principals being focused on long-term
organizational issues.
The role of the principal is not in implementing
innovations or even in instructional leadership for specific
classrooms.

There is a limit to how much time principals

can spend in individual classrooms.

The larger goal is in

transforming the culture of the school.

If successful, it

is likely that some advanced models of the future will show
collaborative groups of teachers organizing and conducting
learning, perhaps without the presence of a principal as we
now know the role.

The principal as the collaborative

leader portrayed by Rosenholtz (1989) is the key to this
future (Fullan, 1991).
The School Managerial Control Questionnaire
The fourth and final section of this chapter reviews
the measurement instrument designed by Bogotch (1989) and
used by Williams (1990).

This section will also report the

findings of these two studies.
No single definition of a survey is completely
satisfactory.

In general, they all attempt to obtain

measurements from a sample of individuals selected from a
predefined finite population in their natural setting
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(Walker & Burnhill, 1988).

Rosier(1988) reports that the

starting point of surveys fall into two main categories: (1)
those used to obtain descriptive information about a target
population and (2) those designed to examine relationships
between various factors.

The researcher has the choice of

using existing instruments or of developing new instruments
to measure the concepts included in the conceptual
framework.

Rosier (1988) further comments that the

advantage of an existing instrument is that the work of
development and validation has already been done.

However,

the instruments may not adequately operationalize the
concepts.

More work is involved in creating new instruments

but the researcher may then have greater confidence in the
ability of the instrument to measure the concepts.
Thurstone (1931) is credited with the beginning of the
measurement of attitudes when he developed scale values for
stimuli on dimensions for which there is no corresponding
physical measurement.

He showed that it was possible to

find scale values for statements reflecting positive and
negative attitudes and that subjects could be measured in
terms of the scale values for statements they agreed with.
Likert (1932) later suggested that a series of statements,
all of which related to a person's attitude about a single
object, could be constructed so that they could indicate the
extent to which they endorse each statement.

Likert scales

have a numerical value assigned to each response option.
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To further explore the questionnaire development, Wolf
(1988) indicates that at least three assumptions are made:
1. The respondent can read and understand the items.
2. The respondent possesses the information to answer
the items.
3. The respondent is willing to answer the items
honestly.
These assumptions are tested through the developmental work
which should include interviewing, piloting, and pretesting.
Bogotch (1989) followed these guidelines when he found
that to study building-level processes unique to curriculum
and instruction, and to establish a basis for construct
validity of the concept of managerial control that no
questionnaire had been designed to meet either of these
objectives.

A synthesis of control theories within social

science literature offered surprisingly little data about
the managerial context.

The generalizations which emerged

were theoretically abstract, such that the terms power,
authority, and influence were difficult to distinguish.

As

a result generalized findings from control theory research
have been inconsistent and incorrect (Bogotch, 1989,p.129).
It is well known that bureaucratic control at all levels of
the American educational system is decentralized and weak,
and that this is especially true of controls over the core
technology of schools, curriculum and instruction (Meyer &
Rowan, 1978).
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In preparation for the development of the School
Managerial Control Questionnaire (SMCQ), Bogotch recognized
studies from Hallinger and Murphy (1987) in which it was
affirmed that context and culture are critical to school
managerial control.

He then constructed an interview guide

which he used with six principals at the elementary, middle,
and high school levels.

The principals were asked to

discuss how the tasks of staff development, curriculum
development, selection of texts and instructional materials,
and teacher evaluation (Cawelti & Adkisson, 1986) were
managed under each of four control processes of standards,
information, assessment, and incentives.

The principals

interviewed were recommended to the researcher by their
super-ordinates as highly

knowledgeable about curricular

and instructional aspects of their schools.
From the survey of interview transcripts, a total of
156 managerial behaviors were recorded.

Fifty-three were

identified as formally prescribed or structurally determined
and 103 were defined as discretionary or qualitative
behaviors (Bogotch, 1989,

p.154).

Bogotch notes that the

findings in general confirm that principals are engaged in
managerial activities related to curriculum and instruction
across diverse tasks and along four control processes.
These activities may be further categorized by behavioral
dimensions of structural and discretionary.

A graphic of
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this model and brief descriptions of its elements were
presented earlier in this chapter.
Bogotch (1989) operationalized and sought to measure
the responses that teachers might give to statements that
reflected the dimensions of behavior, the control processes,
and the curricular tasks.
consists of 48 statements.

The teacher survey instrument
There are two additional

statements that seek to measure teacher satisfaction.

Based

on the interview findings sixteen items contained a
frequency measure (defined as structural in Bogotch's study,
but defined as ministerial in this study) and thirty-two
items measure discretionary behaviors.

The four curricular

and instructional tasks are measured under four managerial
control processes.
Pretesting of the survey instrument was done to (1)
clarify the meaning of each of the statements, (2) to
measure response variability and internal consistency, (3)
to finalize the order of presentation and, (4) to establish
time parameters.

A Likert scale consisting of four response

choices ranging from "strongly agree (1) to "strongly
disagree" (4) was selected and·a "Don~t Know" category was
added as a request from the district research committee.
The purposes for which Bogotch conducted the pretest were
consistent with survey test authorities (Converse & Presser,
1986; Sudman & Bradburn, 1982; Walker & Burnhill, 1988; and

Rosier, 1988).

As a result of the pre-testing procedures
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changes were made in the item language and the response
options were increased from four to six (Bogotch, 1989,
p.240).
Bogotch administered the questionnaire to teachers in
14 schools.

There were six elementary, four middle schools,

and four high schools in his sample.
return of 54 percent was achieved.

An overall rate of
For the large high

schools in the sample a rate of return of 41 percent was
achieved.

One high school in the sample returned only 21

percent of the completed instruments.
Williams

(19~O),

using the same instrument, without

revision in question order or structure, suggested (p.62)
that Bogotch's limited sample size may have covered too
broad a population.

It failed to statistically reflect any

one of the three levels of administration studied because of
the small number of respondents from each level.

Williams

concentrated on the elementary school level and proposed
that by limiting the responses to one level the likelihood
of providing definite inferences would be increased.

His

sample included 1,123 teachers and he obtained a usable
response rate of 69.7 percent.
To date, these two administrations, and the one
reported in this study are the only studies using the School
Managerial Control Questionnaire developed by Bogotch in
1989.

A review of the Bogotch and Williams findings is

offered below in this chapter.

Further review of their
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results with comparative findings of this study is offered
as a part of Chapter Four.
The Bogotch and Williams Studies
Both Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) measured the
quality control of curriculum and instruction exercised by
school principals using the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire.

The SMCQ yields a mean value for each

statement that reflects the strength or weakness of teacher
perception of the behavior, control process, and curricular
task being evident at the school.

The lower the mean value,

the stronger the teacher perception that the specific
managerial behavior occurs within the school building.

If

all responses were "strongly agree", the mean would be 1.0.
If all responses were "strongly disagree" the mean would be
6.0.

The "Don't Know" respo.nses were eliminated from the

calculations.
Both Bogotch and Williams conducted a descriptive
analysis of the "Don't Know" responses and identified the
same six items as those most often responded to with this
option.

The difference in Williams and Bogotch was the

strength (percentage responding) and some change in the
order (Williams, 1990, p.98, Table 14).
Williams constructed a table of mean values and
standard deviations of the teacher responses to the
questionnaire items.

He ranked these items into the top and

bottom quartiles of teacher agreement responses.

He also

63

compared his data to the agreement responses found in
Bogotch.

The differences were (1) Although matched on 10 of

12 items in the top quartile, Williams's (1990) data had
noticeably lower means for each of the matched items and (2)
The standard deviation computed by Williams was lower for 9
of the 10 matched items in the top quartile.

These results

would indicate that teachers in Williams' study (all
elementary) were more in agreement about the occurrence of
the indicated behavior, processes, and tasks than those in
Bogotch's (1989) study.

Williams suggested that this

difference is attributable to elementary schools faculties
being more unified than the middle or high school faculties
when it comes to perceptions of principal's behavior with
regard to control of curriculum and instruction.

In the

matching of the lower quartile responses, 8 of Williams'
matched the bottom 12 of Bogotch.
In the top quartile matching the quality control
processes were evenly distributed.

In the bottom quartile

matching the quality control processes of standards and
assessment were consistent and appeared in all 8 of the
items matched between Bogotch and Williams.

This

commonality would indicate that there are many teachers who
feel that these two processes are less evident than others
at their schools.
The behavioral indicators for the top quartile of
teacher agreement responses in both Bogotch and Williams
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represent a preponderance of discretionary qualities.

In

the lower quartile matching of the frequency (structural)
behavioral indicator occurs more often.
In the tasks associated with curriculum and
instruction, curriculum development is the most frequently
occurring task in the upper quartile of both studies.

In

the lower quartile the tasks were evenly distributed.
However curriculum development appeared only one time in the
lower quartile of both Bogotch and Williams.
Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) conducted
inferential statistical tests to explore the underlying
factors of teacher perceptions of managerial control.

They

also conducted tests of significance regarding the
demographics of the population studied.

Bogotch found

statistically significant differences between structural and
discretionary behaviors for three of the managerial control
processes.

Only under the process of incentives were no

significant behavioral differences perceived by the
teachers.

Williams found statistically significant

differences under three control processes as well, but found
no significant difference where the control process of
information was evaluated.

For the process of standards,

Bogotch found the discretionary mean to be closer to
strongly agree.

Williams found the structural mean for

standards to be closer to strongly agree.

In each of the

other control processes--assessment, incentives, and
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information studied by Williams, the discretionary mean was
closer to strongly agree than the structural mean.

Both

researchers used a repeated measures ANOVA design to analyze
the significant differences between the means of the
dependent variables.
Bogotch (1989) used a series of tables to describe the
teacher agreement response percentages with the structural
and discretionary behaviors across the four curricular and
instruction tasks.

He found the highest teacher agreement

occurring under the structural behaviors with regard to
staff development and the highest teacher agreement with
discretionary behaviors under teacher evaluation and
selection of texts and instructional materials.

Bogotch did

not test the statistical significance of the structural and
discretionary behaviors with regard to the four curriculum
tasks.

He did however conduct extensive statistical

analysis through a principal component analysis of the
overall model (pp.283-303).
Bogotch also studied the interactive effects which
measured the relationships between managerial control with
regard to teacher tenure, levels of instruction, schools
(those with school based management and those without), and
school effectiveness (merit vsnon-merit schools). Of
particular interest is Bogotch's finding (p.315) that there
is a clear indication of higher teacher agreement about
instructional managerial activities at merit schools than at
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non-merit schools.

Even though there were statistically

significant differences, the within-group differences
(interactions) were not significant between the two
dimensions of managerial behavior.
Williams (1990) reported the differences between
structural and discretionary behaviors of elementary
principals in their roles and performance of four curriculum
and instruction tasks.

He found significant differences

with regard to teacher evaluation, staff development,
curriculum development, and selection of texts and
instructional materials.

The structural means for teacher

evaluation and curriculum development were closer to
strongly agree than were the discretionary means.

For the

tasks of staff development and selection of texts the
discretionary means were closer to strongly agree than the
structural means.
Williams included statistical analyses of the
interaction between selected demographic variables--grade
taught, years of teaching experience, gender of the
respondent, educational level of the teacher, whether the
school was participating in a special dropout prevention
program or not, whether the school was school based managed
or not, the sex of principal, and the size of the faculty.
No within subjects differences were statistically
significant.

Therefore, structural and discretionary

behaviors did not differ overall on these variables.
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To summarize, the following salient points may be made
from the two previous studies that used the School
Managerial Control Questionnaire to measure the three
dimensional managerial control model of behaviors, control
processes, and curricular tasks:
1. Williams (1990) found elementary teachers to
perceive that the behaviors of principals as quality
controllers of curriculum and instruction are more
reflective of being discretionary than being
structural. Bogotch (1989) had previously found this
to be true but through principal component analysis
reported that there was not a true dichotomy between
the two behaviors. The differences between structural
and discretionary behaviors was evident in both
studies. The differences were greater in the Williams
study of elementary principals than in the Bogotch
study which included three levels of school
organizations.
2. Bogotch (1989) found that discretionary control
behaviors were more prevalent for curricular and
instructional tasks. Williams (1990) confirmed
Bogotch's finding.
3. Bogotch (1989) confirmed his conclusion from his
literature review that sole reliance on structural,
empirical measures has resulted in inconsistent and
inaccurate findings about school management.
4. Williams (1990) and Bogotch (1989) concurred on the
prominence of teacher agreement responses with regard
to information and incentives. They also agreed on the
weakness of the agreement level regarding the process
of standards. The greatest statistical difference on
the control process of standards was the disparity
between discretionary and structural behaviors from
high school teachers in Bogotch's study.
5. Williams (1990) confirmed that Bogotch's (1989)
model was applicable to the study of quality control
constructs. The model was chosen to study
instructional leadership behaviors of elementary school
principals in his study.
6. Both Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) found
questions numbered 1, 23, 38, 42, 43, 44, 45, and 46 to
be weak. They found these were most often measured
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with a "don't know" response. Williams did not follow
Bogotch's suggestion that these questions be removed
but he suggested, based upon his findings and Bogotch's
previous findings, that the questions be removed or reordered.
This study presents, as part of the analyses, the
similarities and differences between the findings of Bogotch
(1989), Williams (1990), and this study where comparative
measures are tested.

Bogotch, in one of his recommendations

for future research, suggested different settings, different
populations, and different statistical analyses may give
further evidence that the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire will yield a viable measure of teacher
perception of the behavior dimensions of school principals
as they exercise control over the curricular and
instructional tasks of the school.

The design and data

analyses reported herein meet some of the future research
recommendations of both Bogotch and Williams.
Summary
The literature appeared to support the assumption that
the curriculum and instruction, the core technology of
schools, could be measured by considering two behavioral
dimensions and four control processes exercised by school
principals.

The model developed by Bogotch was seen as a

representation of the theoretical construct of managerial
control.

Empirical testing of managerial control has not

resulted in an adequate definition of the construct
primarily because most measures have been done on the basis
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of authority, structure, and directives rather than
considering the interrelated control processes of standards,
information, assessment, and incentives.
The role of the principal has been well researched but
the managerial control exercised by principals of small high
schools was not found to have been empirically measured.
The School Managerial Control Questionnaire used by Bogotch
(1989) and by Williams (1990) offers a practical assessment
of teacher responses that can be used to gain knowledge
about how principals exercise control within two dimensions
of behavior and across the single domain of curriculum and
instruction.
The processes, dimensions, and tasks selected for
inclusion herein appeared to be supported by the related
literature.

While there may be other measures that could be

studied under different settings, the ones selected appeared
to be appropriate for the investigation reported in this
study.
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CHAPTER III
Design and Procedures
This chapter has three basic purposes.

The first

purpose is to briefly discuss the questionnaire selected for
administration to the sample population.

The School

managerial Control Questionnaire (S.M.C.Q.) was created by
Bogotch (1989) and subsequently used by Williams (1990).
The second purpose is to describe the procedures utilized in
collecting the data used in this study and to describe the
sample population selected for study.

The third purpose is

to describe the statistical analysis utilized to test the
hypotheses which guided this study.
School Managerial Control Questionnaire
Bogotch made a decision to design and test an
instrument which would measure school managerial control
primarily because of three factors.

These factors were:

(1)

most models in existence were based on single observable
behaviors, (2) the instruments available were, for the most
part, based on quantitative recordings of the frequency of
behaviors of school principals, and (3) a thorough search of
the social science literature and extensive interviews with
school principals revealed that there were formal and
informal behaviors done by principals with regard to control
mechanisms occurring within a school building (pp.152-160).
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Upon consideration of the relevant issues concerning
school managerial behavior, Bogotch (1989) concluded that
there were at least four control processes which his
interview evidence seemed to cluster around.

These

processes are standards, information, assessment, and
incentives.

Although the four processes are neither

independent nor exhaustive of all possible processes, they
represented a preliminary step in testing the construct of
school managerial control.
The School Managerial Control Questionnaire (SMCQ) is
made up of 50 statements that each have a positive bias
toward determining the behaviors of school principals as
they exercise control of the core technology of schooling,
that being curriculum and instruction.

Williams (1990)

included the term quality control in his study.

This study

utilizes the term quality control as well because it brings
focus to the notion of improvement of schools since Bogotch
reported that there is higher teacher agreement about
managerial activities at the merit-schools than at the
matching (non-merit) schools.

Also, the SMCQ instrument

measured the differences within the two groups
consistently(p. 315).

The term quality also implies a

standard that may be applied to serving others within a
nurturing environment.
The questionnaire is organized around two behavioral
attributes of school principals--structural(ministerial in
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this study) and discretionary.

The teacher responses to

each of the 50 statements are designed as a Likert-scale
from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree).

A "Don't

Know" response was added by Bogotch (1989) and was used by
Williams (1990).

It also remains a part of the scale used

in this study.
The positive bias statements ask teachers whether or
not their principal exhibits ministerial behavior, measured
by frequency (primarily a quantitative dimension), or if the
principal exhibits discretionary behavior (primarily a
qualitative dimension).

These school principal behaviors

are measured with respect to four control processesstandards, information, assessment, and incentives--and with
respect to four curriculum and instructional tasks of
principals--teacher evaluation, staff development,
curriculum development, and selection of texts and
instructional materials.

Two of the 50 questions measure

the respondent teacher's satisfaction with their own job and
their satisfaction with their principal's job performance.
Demographic information was also collected which related to
the gender, race, teaching degree, years of service as a
teacher, and the length of service of the building principal
at each of the schools.
The variable coding abbreviations and the items
measuring each control process and curricular task are
listed at the beginning of the data analysis of this
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chapter.

A copy of the School Managerial Control

Questionnaire is located in Appendix E.
Sample Population
The school setting Bogotch (1989) chose for instrument
development and instrument validation studies and subsequent
administration of the questionnaire was a combination of
three school levels.

He used elementary, middle, and high

schools in an urban school district.

Williams (1990) chose

for his administration of the questionnaire elementary
school teachers only in the same urban school district--the
fourth largest in the nation.
This study sought to examine responses to the
questionnaire from high school teachers in small schools in
North Florida.

This study followed Williams' design by

focusing on one school level.

However, this study chose

high schools in an entirely different environment than the
previous studies.

Both Bogotch and Williams recommended the

instrument be tested in all school-levels and combinations
and in a variety of cultural and contextual settings.
It is acknowledged that the sample is not random in
nature.

It is recognized that not having a random sample

introduces limitations on the study.

However, despite this

delimitation, the sample is of sufficient size to be
representative of small high schools in rural North Florida
since 19 schools in 12 different school districts were
included in the sample.

Although generalizations may not be
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made beyond the study sample, it is believed that the
findings of this' study contribute to our understanding of
how principals in small high schools in non-urban areas
exercise quality control of curriculum and instruction.

The

study also provided additional tests of the theoretical
model and evaluation of the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire despite the method of selection of the
schools.
Grade Levels and Response Rates
The initial list of schools which met the size and
geographic criteria consisted of 28 schools.

Permission to

contact each of the school principals was secured from the
principals' superintendents.

The sample schools were

located in 12 school districts.

All principals were

contacted by telephone during the Spring of 1992.

During

the telephone conversation, each principal agreed to allow
the researcher to make a personal visit to explain the
purpose of the study.

Three schools refused to participate

(explanation is given below).
The modified study design had identified 25 high
schools in the selected geographical area of the state to be
included.

The school response rates ranged from 23 percent

to 82 percent.

However, six of those schools provided

response rates less than 40 percent so they were not
included in the study.

Several follow-up attempts were made
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to increase the response rates but were not successful
beyond the 38 percent rate for those six schools.
The subjects whose responses are reflected in this
study were teachers from schools located in North Central
and Northwest Florida school districts.

The schools were

defined as rural (small, non- urban sites) by virtue of the
student enrollments in the upper three grades of high school
being less than 1000.

Table 1.0 shows the sample school

enrollments ranged in size from 121 students to 948
students.

The mean was 359 and the median enrollment size

of the 19 schools was 275 students.
Table 1. 0
Number of Respondents by School
School school Number of
Number Level Students
001
002
003
004
005
006
007
008
009
010
011
012
013
014
015
016
017
018
019
Totals
19

K-12
7-12
6-12
K-12
7-12
9-12
9-12
9-12
9-12
7-12
9-12
7-12
9-12
6-12
9-12
9-12
K-12
K-12
K-12

Number of Number of
Teachers Responses

121
301
275
162
165
655
398
768
629
148
696
296
361
186
948
261
149
125
182

23
31
28
22
25
56
30
55
56
24
56
42
38
41
60
33
28
20
26

13
19·
22
19
19
29
19
39
32
14
27
23
28
32
30
18
16
12
15

6826

695

426

Percent of
Responses
56
61
79
82
76
52
63
71
57
58
48
55
71
78
50
55
57
60
57
61%
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The grade-levels accommodated by the schools in the
sample were K-12 in five schools, 6-12 in two schools, 7-12
in four schools, and 9-12 in eight schools.

Teachers were

requested to respond to the questionnaire if the person who
supervised their work as a classroom teacher was also the
high school principal.

The faculty sizes ranged from 20 to

60 teachers with a median size of 31.
Of the 859 subjects in the 25 schools which received
one of the questionnaires, 426 responses out of 695
questionnaires came from 19 schools where a response rate
was 48 per cent or greater.
chosen for analysis.

These responses were the ones

The overall response rate was 61

percent for the schools chosen for the analysis.
Distribution of Questionnaire and Data Collection
During the spring all 28 high school principals were
contacted, and questionnaires were distributed to each
principal based upon the number of teachers in their
respective schools who had responsibilities for secondaryschool classroom instruction.

Guidance personnel,

media/library personnel, and resource teachers whose
responsibilities were not classroom based were not included
in the number of questionnaires to be distributed.

Each

principal agreed to distribute the questionnaires and to
encourage voluntary participation as emphasized in the cover
letter (Appendix B).

Three of the 28 schools told the

researcher that after considering the information provided
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to them, they felt that the teachers would not have time to
complete the questionnaire.
The researcher agreed to allow two weeks for
distribution and collection of the questionnaires and to
make a personal visit to each of the 25 remaining schools to
retrieve the returned instruments.

One person in each

school office was designated by the principal to collect the
completed questionnaires.

The completed instruments were

placed in a large envelope and held for the researcher.
One week after collecting the questionnaires a thank
you letter (Appendix C) was sent to each school and a
telephone contact was made to determine if there were
additional questionnaires received by the school office.
Four schools mailed additional completed instruments to the
researcher in the early summer of 1992.
It was noted above that six of the schools returned
completed instruments but with a school-wide response rate
of less than 40 percent.

Since the schools were small, less

than 40 per cent of the respondents provided only 8 or 9
instruments and in one case only 6 teacher responses
represented the school.

Therefore, data from those six

schools were not included in the analyses of this study.
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Data Analyses
School Managerial Control Questionnaire Coding
All 426 usable questionnaires were reviewed for
accuracy.

That is each item had only one response and the

responses were within the numerical scale.

The demographic

response items were checked for internal consistency, e.g.,
if all but one of the respondents reported that their
principal had five years of experience the response was
changed to reflect consistency.
Except for the demographic data, all responses were
on a Likert-type scale.

The response levels ranged form 0

to 6 in descending order for agree to disagree with the
statements offered.

A "0" response was listed as "Don't

Know", a "1" represented strongly agree, a "3" represented
agree, and a "6" represented a strongly disagree.

To

further delineate perceptions a "2" (moderately agree) and a
"5" (moderately disagree) were included in the scale.

The

lower the mean score produced, not counting the "Don't Know"
response, the stronger the perception that the specific
administrative quality control behavior was observed at the
school building level.
There are some concerns about the reliability of the
instrument used (SMCQ).

Pre-testing of the School

Managerial Control Questionnaire was conducted by Bogotch
(1989) in two stages on a sample population similar to his
study population.

The first pre-test objective was to
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clarify the meaning of each of the questions.

Initial

response agreements reached on the meaning of each question
were continued until 34 of the 48 items were agreed upon.
The disagreements focused on technical terms within the
school district or on state terminology (Bogotch,l989).
The second stage involved recording responses to the
questionnaire.

Twenty-one completed instruments, out of 27

administered, were judged as suitable for response analysis.
Cronbach's Alpha and item-to-total correlations were
analyzed.

The overall Alpha on the pre-test was 0.8658.

When the 48 items on the SMCQ were analyzed by Bogotch using
his sample of 456 teachers at three school levels, the
Cronbach Alpha coefficient was 0.9732.

The highest Cronbach

Alpha coefficient belonged to the aggregate variable
labelled frequency of information, while the lowest Alpha
coefficients were found in the difficulty of standards and
the frequency of assessments.

A comparison of corrected

item-to-total correlations with coefficients on the
correlation matrix provided some evidence for deciding
whether to retain or reject specific items (McIver &
Carmines, 1987)
Bogotch found eight items where inter-item correlations
were low and requested Williams (1990) to remove them from
the questionnaire.

Williams did not remove the questions

and thereby replicated the entire instrument.

This research

effort was conducted across a different sample (high school
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teachers) and a different setting (non-urban, small high
schools) and the instrument used was the one used in the
Bogotch and Williams studies.
The items on the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire (SMCQ) measure attributes of two behavioral
dimensions.

They are structural (ministerial in this

study), measured primarily by frequency, and discretionary,
measured by eight qualitative indicators.

The behaviors are

measured across the four managerial control processes and
the four curriculum and instruction tasks.

Table 2.0 lists

the curriculum and instruction tasks with their associated
abbreviations and the control processes along with their
abbreviations.

Further, Table 2.0 identifies each of the

behavioral attributes associated with each control process.
Table 2.0
School Managerial Control Variables and Their Abbreviations

Curricular and Instructional Tasks
Teacher Evaluation
Staff Development
Curriculum Development

TE
SD
CD

Selection of Textbooks and Instructional Materials
Control Processes and Variables
Standards

S

Frequency

F

Clarity

C

ST
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Table 2 contld
Difficulty

D

Information I
Frequency

F

Adequacy

a

Utility

U

Assessment

A

Frequency

F

Fairness

f

Worth

W

Incentives

II

Frequency

F

Meaningfulness

M

Equitable Distribution

E

In reading an item abbreviation, the first letter
refers to the measure of managerial behaviors, either
frequency or qualitative. The second letter refers to the
managerial control process and the last two letters refer to
the specific task.

For example, the item abbreviated as

DSTE reads: difficulty of standards for teacher evaluation.

Table 3 presents the items on the SMCQ by aggregate variable
names.

82

Table 3
Items Listed by Aggregate Variables on the School Managerial
Control Questionnaire
standards
FSTE: The principal or other school administrator
frequently reviews good teaching practices with teachers.
(item 6)
FSSD: Each year, the principal or other school
administrator sets in-service and professional growth
guidelines for me and other teachers.
(item 33)
FSCD: The principal or other school administrator
frequently communicates school-wide objectives for meeting
state and county curricular goals.
(item 16)
FSST: Whenever I am selecting textbooks and instructional
materials for my classes, I use the criteria for selection
which my school administration has established.
(item 45)
CSTE:
In my opinion, the principal or other school
administrator states clearly the classroom teaching
behaviors she/he values most. (item 11)
CSSD: The principal or other school administrator makes it
clear how in-service workshops and staff development
opportunities offered at my school relate to my classroom
teaching. (item 22)
CSCD: The principal or other school administrator makes it
clear how state and county curricular requirements are to
apply to my school, my students, and to the courses I teach.
(item 5)
CSST: Criteria for selecting textbooks and instructional
materials established by my school administration are clear.
(item 50)
DSTE: The teaching behaviors that my principal would most
like to see in the classroom are more difficult than those
in the FPMS.
(item 31)
DSSD: The principal keeps raising the standard of
performance expected of me as a teacher.
(item 24)
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Table 3 cont'd
OSCO: The princ~pal is not satisfied if I just meet state
and county academic and curricular standards for my
students.
(item 32)
OSST: The principal expects me to find the best available
materials even if I have to go outside the list of state
adopted textbooks.
(item 46)
Information
FITE: The principal or other school administrator
frequently provides me and the other teachers with
information about FPMS and other effective teaching
behaviors. (item 41)
FISO: My school administration frequently sends me
information regarding staff development opportunities and
activities. (item 37)
FICO: My school administration frequently sends me
information on new ideas in curriculum and instruction.
(item 49)
FIST:
Information is regularly available to me at my school
regarding the publication of new textbooks and instructional
materials. (item 34)
aITE:
I consider the information I receive from my school
administrators regarding what is expected of me as a
classroom teacher is adequate.
(item 7)
alSO: The information I obtain from staff meetings ,
workshop activities, and in-service activities held at my
school give me an adequate understanding of how to do my job
well. (item 8)
aICO: My school administration provides me with adequate
information to participate in curricular planning and
innovative projects. (item 28)
aIST: The information I receive through my school
administration regarding published material is adequate for
deciding on texts and instructional materials. (item 39)
UITE: The principal uses the information from classroom
visits and observations to generally improve the caliber of
teaching at my school. (item 38)
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Table 3 cont'd
UISD: My school administration keeps records of the
participation and progress of teachers engaged in staff
development. (item 44)
UICD: My school administration uses teachers' ideas in
developing and/or implementing curriculum. (item 47)
UIST: My school administration accepts teachers' input on
which instructional materials to use in the classroom. (item
48)
Assessment
FATE: The process of evaluating teachers occurs at my
school more often than just when I am being observed for
FPMS. (item 4)
FASD: The school administration evaluates each staff
development workshop or TEC in-service session offered at my
school. (item 43)
FACD: The principal and the school administration regularly
monitor what I am teaching through a variety of ways(e.g.,
the lesson plans and objectives, class visits, etc.). (item
26)
FAST: My school evaluates textbooks and instructional
materials more frequently than the time-tables established
by the state or county.
(item 42)
fATE:
The criteria used by the principal and other school
administrators to evaluate classroom teachers are fair (item
40)

fASD:
I would say that the principal and administrative
staff have an accurate assessment of the professional needs
of teachers.
(item 21)
fACD: All grade levels, departments and programs at my
school are evaluated on an equitable basis. (item 10)
fAST:
Textbooks and instructional materials are selected by
my school after a fair assessment of the alternative
choices. (item 13)
WATE: Time and effort devoted to classroom observations,
both formal and informal, have been worthwhile to me as a
teacher.
(item 29)
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Table 3 cont'd
WASD: Time and effort devoted to the evaluation of inservice staff development and training workshops given at my
school are worthwhile. (item 15)
WACD: The formal and informal assessments by my school
administrators of the courses I teach have been worthwhile
both for me and for my students. (item 30)
WAST: The efforts taken at my school to find the best
textbook and other instructional materials make a difference
in how well my students learn. (item 23)
Incentives
FI'TE: The principal and other school administrators
frequently recognize my strengths as a classroom teacher,
and, when needed, offer to get me help in areas in which I
could improve. (item 20)
FI'SD: After I attend a staff development workshop or
training session, the principal or other school
administrator will frequently support my efforts to
incorporate new ideas into my classes. (item 19)
FI'CD: The principal or administrative staff responds
promptly to my ideas for curricular improvement. (item 3)
FI'ST: The principal usually finds ways to meet my requests
for more materials and books. (item 12)'
MI'TE: Classroom observation comments from school
administrators about my teaching motivate me to incorporate
new teaching behaviors and ideas into my classes. (item 1)
MI'SD: My principal's efforts to encourage my continued
growth as a teaching professional (e.g., master plan
credits, finding substitutes to cover my classes) are
meaningful. (item 17)
MI'CD: By providing me with released time and hiring
substitutes to cover classes the principal and school
administration have been supportive of my efforts to improve
my courses. (item 9)
MI'ST: The school administration has shown its support and
trust of my efforts to get the best materials for my
students by delegating authority to select textbooks and
instructional materials to grade levels and departments or
by using discretionary funds. (item 18)
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Table 3 cont'd
EI'TE:
In my opinion, the principal equitably rewards
teachers whose performance is well-above-average and treats
fairly teachers whose performance needs improvement. (item
35)

EI'SD: All teachers who participate in staff development
activities receive the same kinds of recognition and rewards
from the principal and other school administrators. (item
36)

EI'CD: The principal does not favor one grade level or
department over another when it comes to distributing
resources and money for program development and curricular
improvement.
(item 27)
EI'ST: The principal does not favor one grade level or
department over another when it comes to distributing
resources and money for textbooks and materials. (item 2)
TOTAL 48 questions
Statistical Analyses
This researcher analyzed the data collected within
and across combinations of ministerial and discretionary
behaviors, four quality control processes, and four separate
curriculum and instruction tasks. The analyses employed
descriptive statistics, reliability tests, and inferential
statistics.

The descriptive statistical analyses included

the means, frequencies, percentages, and standard deviations
for each item on the scale and for the composite variables.
These analyses established parallelism with those
descriptive analyses conducted by both Bogotch (1989) and
Williams (1990).

This study offers a table of comparisons

between the "Don't Know" responses, as well as, the quartile
rankings of agreement responses using the data from Bogotch,
Williams, and this study.
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Reliability testing done of the instrument used in
this study, using the Cronbach's Alpha coefficients, allowed
the researcher to offer evidence from the pre-test
administration and two additional administrations of the
same instrument using different sample populations.
Recommendations to change the questionnaire or possible reordering of the questions in further studies now have a
substantive base from which to make such statements. Issues
related to reliability were addressed by:
1.

Accepting the component analyses used by

Bogotch for the unique nature of two
dimensions of managerial behavior.

For this

study, structural (used by Bogotch and
Williams) was changed to

ministerial to

reflect the "mandated" nature of those
behaviors.
2.

Having a sample population in a variety of

settings and across a variety of curricular
and instructional tasks.

Those tasks for this

study are: teacher evaluation, staff
development, text and instructional materials
selection, and curriculum development.
3.

Using the same control processes,

standards, information, assessment, and
incentives as did the previous studies.
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Inferential statistics were used to determine the
effects of the quality control processes and the selected
curriculum and instructional tasks on the ministerial and
discretionary behaviors as perceived by the respondents.
Williams (1990) used a repeated measures ANOVA to test
significant differences between the structural and
discretionary behaviors of elementary principals for each of
the four control processes and between the behaviors and
each of the four curriculum tasks.
This study analyzed the data using a pair-wise t-test
to determine if there is a significant difference ( p< .01)
in the sample means for ministerial and discretionary
behaviors alone, ministerial and discretionary behaviors for
each of the four control processes, and ministerial and
discretionary behaviors for each of the four selected
curriculum and instructional tasks. It was recognized, with
respect to the study done by Williams (1990), that the
analysis of variance (ANOVA) can be used when comparing the
means of two groups.

However, the F value obtained in the

ANOVA model can be represented mathematically by squaring
the t-value obtained using the pair-wise t-test (Borg &
Gall, 1989).

Analysis of variance was used in this study to

evaluate the demographic responses of teacher tenure, race,
degree held, gender, and years of experience at the school
for the principal.
The first hypothesis of this study stated:
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There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
rural high school principals in their exercise
of quality control of selected curriculum and
instruction tasks.
To determine what differences exists between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of school principals
in the exercise of quality control for curriculum and
instruction, the mean responses for the aggregate variables
for ministerial and discretionary behavior were compared.

A

high mean value would indicate that the behavior suggested
by the statement, reflecting ministerial or discretionary
behavior, would not have been observed.

A low mean value

indicates that the particular behavior is evident for that
principal.
Using a pair-wise t-test, the variations in the means
were compared.

A "t" statistic was computed to summarize

the variations between the behaviors.

The analysis of the

mean responses between the 16 statements measuring
ministerial behavior and the 32 statements measuring
discretionary behavior answered study question number one.
The second hypothesis of this study stated:
There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
rural high school principals for each of the
quality control processes identified as
standards, information, assessment, and
incentives.
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Evaluation of the second hypothesis was done using a
pair-wise t-test to determine if there were significant
differences between the ministerial and discretionary
behavior means when they were compared for each of the four
control processes of standards, information, assessment, and
incentives.

Since the aggregate qualitative variables are

contained within each of the statements the mean response
can be measured and those results analyzed.

Therefore,

study question number two was answered by the comparison of
the mean responses to the items which contain a ministerial
dimension of each of the four control processes and those
items which have a discretionary dimension for the same
processes.

Thus, the ministerial mean for Assessment was

compared to the discretionary mean for Assessment.

This

same comparison was done for each of the processes.
The third hypothesis of this study stated:
There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
rural high school principals for each of the
selected curriculum and instructional tasks of
teacher evaluation, staff development,
curriculum development, and selection of texts
and instructional materials.
This hypothesis was analyzed using a pair-wise ttest.

This procedure evaluated discretionary and

ministerial behaviors of school principals used to control
selected tasks of teacher evaluation, staff development,
curriculum development, and selection of texts and
instructional materials.

Mean value responses and their
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comparisons determined the degree to which principals
exercise control over the common tasks associated with
curriculum and instruction.

The analysis of the mean

responses for the ministerial dimension and each of the four
curricular and instructional tasks were compared to the
discretionary dimension mean for each of the tasks to answer
study question number three.
Additionally, this study made a comparison of the
teacher agreement responses found in both the Bogotch (1989)
and Williams (1990) studies to responses measured in this
study.

The means and standard deviations from the two

previous studies and this study were compared.

The top

quartile of items were rank ordered by strength of response
as measured by mean values from the School Managerial
Control Questionnaire and the bottom quartile was similarly
ranked.

These comparisons determine the strength of teacher

agreement about behaviors, processes, and tasks of school
principals.
Analysis of variances (ANOVA) were conducted using
the selected demographic variables.

Comparisons of the

independent variables generated from demographic responses
in this study to the discretionary and ministerial behaviors
of high school principals in small rural schools were made.
These data were also reviewed with regard to the quality
control measures of curriculum and instruction in general
and with respect to each process and each task.

The
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independent variables used were teacher's educational level
attained, gender, race, number of years in teaching, and
length of service for principal at the school.

Since this

study accepted the validity of two managerial behavior
variables, four control process, and four curricular and
instructional tasks as identified by Bogotch and Williams,
tests of significance using a pair-wise t-test were
conducted in an attempt to increase the confidence in the
knowledge claims noted in the two previous studies.

This

study is replicative in nature and in general is a
"constructive replication" (Lykken, 1968) since the sampling
methods and data analysis are substantially different from
both Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990).

It does, however,

utilize the claims of both researchers in using the School
Managerial Control Questionnaire as a measurement of teacher
identification of administrative behaviors.
Chapter Four presents the findings from the data
collected and analyzed for this study.

It also reports some

comparisons of the findings of Bogotch (1989) and Williams
(1990) to the findings of this research.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Data Analysis and Discussion
Introduction
This chapter presents the analyses of data from the
sample teacher responses to items on the School Managerial
Control Questionnaire (SMCQ).
five areas.

The analyses are presented in

The first area of presentation is the findings

and discussion related to the three hypotheses that guided
this study.

Also included in this area are brief

discussions of the findings of Bogotch (1989) and Williams
(1990) which relate to the hypotheses of this study.

The

second area of presentation represents a comparison of the
results of two previous studies, Bogotch and Williams, and
this study through a display of tables which identify the
top and bottom quartile of teacher agreement responses as
well as those items with the highest "Don't Know" responses.
The third area identifies the cumulative percentages of
teacher agreement responses for this study across the
selected curriculum and instructional tasks measured by the
behavioral dimensions for each control process.

Brief

comparisons from Bogotch and Williams which relate to this
area are also offered.

The fourth area of presentation

represents the measures of statistical reliability that were
obtained from the data in this study.

The fifth and final
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area of presentation includes an analysis and discussion of
the demographic responses used as independent variables when
measured across the two behavioral dimensions, the four
control processes, and the selected curriculum and
instructional tasks.

This area also includes comparative

information from the research of Bogotch and Williams.
Hypothesis Review
The first hypothesis that guided this study stated:
There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
rural high school principals in their exercise
of quality control of selected curriculum and
instruction tasks.
The overall discretionary behavior mean was computed
to be 2.83 with a standard deviation of ±.79, which is
closer to strongly-agree than the overall ministerial
behavior mean of 2.99 ±.84.

Both means fall between

strongly-agree and agree, but the discretionary mean is
closer to strongly-agree.
When the pair-wise t-test was computed using the
means for ministerial and discretionary behaviors, the
following values were determined: t= 10.61,

p< 0.0001,

(n=426).
These data identify statistically significant
differences in perceptions of high school teachers in rural
North Florida high schools as to whether their

prin~ipals
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performed more ministerial behaviors or more discretionary
behaviors in exercising quality control of curriculum and
instruction.

The lower the mean value, the stronger the

teacher perception that the specific managerial behavior
occurs within the school building (Bogotch, 1989; Williams,
1990).

The reported difference in this study can be

interpreted to mean that administrators at the high schools
in this study exhibited discretionary behaviors to a greater
degree than they exhibited ministerial behaviors.

However,

both behaviors were evident substantively at the schools.
Borg and Gall (1989) suggest that with large samples
the effects size value, obtained when the difference in
means is divided by the standard deviation, may be used to
view the practical significance of the data.

The .19 value

obtained from the data indicates little practical
significance.

Therefore it may be suggested that the

behaviors are not seen by teachers as mutually exclusive of
one another.
behaviors.

It is apparent that they do observe the
Therefore the SMCQ is a viable instrument

eliciting responses for a least two dimensions of behavior
exhibited by school principals.
These data are consistent with Williams'

(1990)

findings from a sample of elementary school principals in
the nation's fourth largest school district.

They also

support the findings of Bogotch (1989) in which high school
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teachers in his sample reported observing discretionary
behaviors more than structural behaviors.
The second hypothesis that guided this study stated:
There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
rural high school principals for each of the
quality control processes identified as
standards, information, assessment, and
incentives.
This hypothesis was studied by calculating the means of each
of the quality control processes and using a pair-wise ttest to study the differences of these means when compared
to the means of the ministerial and discretionary behaviors
overall.
Findings Regarding Standards:
Using a pair-wise t-test on the quality control
process STANDARDS, a significant difference was found,
t= 4.88,

p<.OOOl, (n= 425).

The ministerial mean of standards was computed to be
3.15 ±.94, and the discretionary mean was computed to be
3.02 ±.86.

Both means fall between agree and disagree.

The

discretionary mean is closer to agree indicating stronger
conviction among teachers that when the control process of
standards was used by principals, it was observed more often
with discretionary behaviors than with ministerial
behaviors.
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The control process of standards is measured by
questionnaire items which relate to the frequency of
principal's reviews of teaching practices, the communication
of objectives, the review of criteria to be used for
textbooks and materials selection, and the setting of
guidelines for professional growth of teachers.

These are

all related to the ministerial behavioral dimension.
The discretionary behavior of principals with regard
to the control process of standards is measured by items
related to clarity of the principal's communication of
guidelines, requirements, and selection criteria.

Other

items relate to higher expectations for staff performance,
course requirements, teaching behaviors, and materials
selection.

The latter items appraise the standards process

by measuring teacher perceptions of difficulty.
The data suggest that the frequency measure of the
ministerial dimension regarding standards is not perceived
strongly as a quality control process frequently used by
principals.

The discretionary dimension is likewise not

perceived strongly as occurring to any appreciable degree;
however, when the process is observed it appears that the
discretionary dimension is the stronger of the two measures.
The effects size value of .14 suggest the differences,
although statistically significant, are probably not
practically different.

It is also important to note that

the principals in this study are not perceived by teachers
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as exhibiting quality control in setting, directing or
assessing standards that may be needed at their school.
The results from this study are consistent with both
Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990).

Bogotch reported that

the highest measures of the means of teachers' responses
occurred with the process of standards and Williams found
that the mean values of the dimensions measured in this
process were the highest (indicative of low agreement) of
any of the processes measured.

This study, as well as

Williams', reports a significant difference occurring when
the mean values of the behavioral dimensions are compared.
Findings Regarding Information:
Using the pair-wise t-test on the control process
INFORMATION, a significant difference was found, t= 7.99,
p<.0001,

(n=426).

The ministerial mean was computed to be 2.97 ±.93,
and the discretionary mean was computed to be 2.75 ±.83.
Both means fall between strongly-agree and agree with the
discretionary mean being

close~

to strongly-agree.

The process of information is measured by the
frequency and regularity with which the administrator
provides teachers with information regarding teaching
practices, textbook and materials selection, staff
development opportunities, and new ideas on curriculum and
instruction.

These items indicate the degree to which the

ministerial dimension is exercised.

The discretionary
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dimension is measured by teacher perceptions regarding
adequacy of the information provided as well as utility of
the information. The items include the perceived use the
administrator makes of teacher input into the selection of
curriculum materials, texts, the records kept on staff
development, and the adequacy of information teachers need
to do their job well.
The data reported indicates that teachers observed
the control process of information occurring at their
schools.

Both discretionary and ministerial behaviors are

evident and the discretionary dimension is noted as having
the lower mean value, thereby indicating that administrators
use this behavior to a significantly greater degree
statistically, than they use ministerial behaviors.

From a

practical stand-point the standard deviations may overlap
greatly suggesting only that it appears the teachers in this
study view their principals as good providers of information
and that they do so in a variety of ways.

An effects size

value of .25 may have minimal practical significance.
In the studies by Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990)
the process of information received strong teacher agreement
responses.

Bogotch reported it as being the strongest of

the four control processes while Williams reported the mean
values of the discretionary behaviors as being lower than
those of the structural dimension for the control process of
information.

Williams however, found no statistically
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significant difference between the two measures among his
larger sample of elementary school teachers.
Findings Regarding Assessment:
Using the pair-wise t-test on the quality control
process of ASSESSMENT , a significant difference was found,
t =7.70,

P < .0001,

(n=42S).

The ministerial mean was computed to be 3.1S ±1.07,
which was statistically significantly different than the
discretionary mean computed at 2.86 ±.8S.

The discretionary

mean falls closer to strongly-agree than the ministerial
mean.
The process of assessment is measured by
questionnaire items that relate to the frequency of teacher
evaluation, the evaluation of teacher workshops, the regular
monitoring of the teaching process and the timetable upon
which materials selection is based for the ministerial
behavioral dimension.

The discretionary dimension is

measured by items that relate to the fairness of the
criteria used to evaluate the teaching process, from the
teacher, department, and school levels and whether the time,
effort, and assessment process have been worthwhile for the
teachers and the students.
The data reported suggest that the frequency of
assessment behavior of principals is not an area often
observed by respondents in this study.

The ministerial

behavioral dimension has a higher mean value than the
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discretionary dimension and it appears that the teachers
responding to the items do not consider the ministerial
behavior as occurring with much regularity for this process.
The discretionary behaviors, on the other hand, have a lower
mean value.

This measure would indicate that when the

control process of assessment is exercised by
administrators, the discretionary measures of fairness and
worth are evident most often to teachers.

The difference

between the ministerial dimension and the discretionary
dimension of the control process of assessment is reported
as having a statistically significant difference.

Also,

because the teachers reported worth and fairness in the
informal assessments, the effects size value of .31 may also
have practical significance.
Another practical significance from this finding may
relate to the idea that there is a division among those
responding, especially when it comes to their perception of
the occurrence of the frequency of assessment.

It may be

that the entire evaluation process differs widely from
school to school and from district to district.

This could

account for the wider dispersion of the respondents' scores.
Bogotch (1989) reported that the assessment process
was highly agreed upon by teachers but found that only about
one-fourth of the teachers responded to all the
questionnaire items for this process.

Many of the items

were recorded as "Don't Know" responses.

Williams (1990)
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reported a statistically significant difference between the
discretionary and structural dimensions with the
discretionary mean being closer to strongly-agree than the
structural mean.

He also reported a high number of "Don't

Know" responses.

This study supports both of these studies'

findings for this control process; both in the findings of
significance and in the reporting of high numbers of "Don't
Know" responses.
Findings Regarding Incentives:
Using the pair-wise t-test on the quality control
managerial process INCENTIVES, no significant difference was
found, t = 1.39

, p < .1649,

(n=42S).

The discretionary mean which was computed to be 2.68
±.91, is closer to strongly-agree than the ministerial mean
which was computed to be 2.72 ±.93.

However, this

difference was not statistically significant.
The control process of incentives is measured by the
frequency of ministerial behaviors the administrators employ
to the efforts of teachers to try new ideas, to offer to get
help for the improvement of instruction, and to acquire new
and additional materials and texts for the teachers.

The

discretionary measures of this process related to the
meaningfulness and equitability of the efforts by
administrators to provide materials and texts, staff
development opportunities, encouragement to try new ways of
organizing classes, delegating authority for curriculum
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decisions, and the provision of recognition and rewards for
teachers.

The data show that the discretionary mean values

are lower than the ministerial mean values but this
difference is not statistically significant.
This finding would suggest that the teachers
responding to the items recognize both behaviors as
occurring at their schools but neither type of behavior
dominates with regard to incentives.

Although there is not

statistical significance reported it is encouraging to note
that teachers perceived this process as being often used by
principals.

The low mean values and the narrow dispersion

of the responses indicate the process can be measured by the
items on the SMCQ as being exercised as a quality control
process.
The data in this study support Bogotch (1989), but do
not support the statistical finding of significant
differences reported by Williams (1990). Bogotch reported
that the process of incentives received very high responses
by teachers in his study and that over 70 percent of those
responding recognize that the school managers are exercising
control through the process of incentives.

However, Bogotch

found no significant difference when the means of the
structural and discretionary behaviors with regard to the
process of incentives were compared.

Williams reported that

there was a significant difference in the mean values of the
discretionary and structural dimensions of behavior among
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elementary principals with regard to the control process of
incentives.

He also found the discretionary mean to be

closer to strongly-agree than the structural mean.
The third hypothesis that guided this study stated:
There are no significant differences between
ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
rural high school principals for each of the
selected curriculum and instruction tasks of
teacher evaluation, staff development,
curriculum development, and texts and
instructional materials selection.
To study this hypothesis, mean values of the teachers'
responses to the SMCQ item which offered measures for each
of the selected tasks were calculated.

A pair-wise t-test

was conducted to compare the mean values of each task with
each of the two measures of behavior.

This section reports

the findings of those comparisons.
Findings Regarding Teacher Evaluation:
Using the pair-wise t-test of the task of TEACHER
EVALUATION, a significant difference was found, t
p< .0001,

=

4.88,

(n=426).

The ministerial mean was computed to be 3.19 ±1.01,
and the discretionary mean was computed to be 3.00 ±.93.
The discretionary mean, represented a value closer to
strongly-agree than the ministerial mean.

Yet, both means

are at mid-range of the scale and the standard deviations
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further suggest little practical differences between the
measures given the .19 effects size value.
There was less conviction about the principal's
performance of this task than to other tasks attended by the
principals in this study.

The large number of responses in

the lower quartile and the relative high representation of
this task in the "Don't Know" responses, as well as the midrange mean-values and standard deviations associated with
this task, indicate there is not strong conviction about
either the ministerial or the discretionary behaviors of
principals for the task of Teacher Evaluation.

The data

suggest that other than the required Florida Performance
Measurement System (FPMS) observation for the professional
orientation program, little effort is expended toward a
collegial process of teacher evaluation.
Williams (1990) found a significant difference to
exist between the structural and discretionary means, and
the discretionary mean was the higher of the two mean
values.

Bogotch (1989) found agreement that the task was

exhibited but to a lesser degree than other tasks selected
for his study.

The data from Bogotch and the data from

Williams were collected from one school district where the
task of teacher evaluation is highly formalized yet both
researchers indicated that the discretionary behaviors were
evident.

It is further found in this study that the item,

Difficulty of Standards for Teacher Evaluation, received the
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highest mean value rating of any item across the three
studies.

This finding further indicates a weak conviction,

among teachers responding to these studies, that the task of
teacher evaluation is exercised by school principals whether
through ministerial, or discretionary behaviors.
Findings Regarding Staff Development:
Using the pair-wise t-test on the curriculum and
instructional task of STAFF DEVELOPMENT , no significant
difference was found, t= 1.17,

P

< .2411,

(n=42S).

The discretionary mean was computed to be 2.91 ±.84,
which was closer to strongly-agree than the ministerial mean
which was computed to be 2.9S ±.9S, however, the difference
was not statistically significant.
The data reported in this study support both
ministerial and discretionary behaviors occurring at the
school building level but it appears that no appreciable
difference was noted by the teachers.

An analysis of the

"Don't Know" responses in this study show that this task,
when considered with the ministerial behavior and the
assessment process, received the highest percentage of
"Don't Know" responses.

Staff Development was also listed

three times in the bottom quartile of teacher agreement with
regard to the behavior being exhibited by the principal. It
appears from the data that staff development is not one of
the stronger of the tasks controlled by the principal. The
teacher responses were not widely dispersed and, in
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practice, many teachers are not associated with

planning,

implementing, and evaluating staff development activities.
It would therefore be difficult for them to recognize
whether ministerial behaviors or discretionary behaviors are
exercised by their principals.
These findings differ from Williams (1990) in that he
found the discretionary mean for his data was lower than the
discretionary mean for this study. The structural mean was
also lower than the ministerial mean reported in this study
with regard to staff development.

Williams found a

statistically significant difference when the two means were
compared.

Bogotch (1989) did not report data using a

comparison of the mean values regarding structural and
discretionary behaviors with regard to staff development.
He did however report that the cumulative percentages of
teacher agreement regarding administrative behaviors of
principals in his study indicated that more than two-thirds
of the respondents agreed that the behaviors on curricular
and instructional tasks were evident.
Findings Regarding Curriculum Development:
Using a pair-wise t-test, a significant difference
was found between ministerial and discretionary behaviors as
they relate to CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT, t = 5.57,

p< .0001,

(n=426).
The discretionary mean was computed to be 2.81 ±.91,
which was closer to strongly-agree than the ministerial mean
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which was computed to be 2.96 ±.90.

Both means were between

agree and strongly-agree but the discretionary mean was
closer to strongly-agree.

As a practical significance

matter the .16 effects size value indicates great overlap in
the observations.

Therefore, it may be suggested that the

findings have little practical significance.
The data indicate that teachers observe principals
using discretionary behaviors for the task of curriculum
development more than they observe ministerial behaviors of
the principal.

With the possible exception that principals

do not expect course requirements to be higher than the
district or state guidelines, it is useful for practitioners
to see that teachers indicate their principals are
responsive to new ideas and better materials, and have a
sense of fairness and equity when providing curriculum
development opportunities.
Williams (1990) found a significant difference in the
structural and discretionary means with regard to curriculum
development.

His data indicate that the structural mean was

lower than the discretionary mean and therefore represented
the stronger of the two dimensions.

Williams reports that

he considered the area of curriculum development to be
unclear to many teachers and that their perceptions reflect
that this task is one that is very formalized in elementary
schools.

Bogotch (1989) reported high agreement among

teachers that the curriculum development task was evident
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among the principals in his study and that the fairness,
equity, and clarity exhibited by principals received a high
percentage of teacher agreement even though he did not
report the comparison of mean values regarding this task.
Findings Regarding Selection of Texts and Instructional
Materials:
Using a pair-wise t-test on the task of SELECTION OF
TEXT AND INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS, a significant difference
was found, t = 10.09,

p<.OOOl,

(n=425).

The discretionary mean was computed to be 2.57 ±.79,
which was closer to strongly-agree than the ministerial mean
which was computed to be 2.85 ±.90.

Both means were between

agree and strongly-agree, but the discretionary mean was
represented by the stronger response.

The effects size

value of .33 may indicate practical significance for this
difference since the overlap was somewhat less than observed
with the other tasks.

The data reflect that this task

represented the strongest conviction among teachers as to
its occurrence at the building level.

In fact, 4 of the 5

lowest mean values obtained for all items in the
questionnaire represented this

task.~

The low mean value

indicates that teachers perceive principals as using
discretionary behaviors more than ministerial behaviors with
regard to materials selected in the high schools sampled for
this study.

The ministerial mean value for this variable is

closer to strongly-agree than the ministerial means for any
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of the other three curriculum and instructional tasks, but
the data suggest that the frequency of principals exhibiting
ministerial behavior is probably no greater than is required
by the district for state adopted materials.

One practical

use of the information obtained here is that teachers
responded very positively to being involved in the
recommendations, selection, and evaluation of the materials
and texts used in their schools.
Bogotch (1990) reported a high degree of teacher
response to the control processes and behaviors exhibited by
principals for the task of selection of texts and
instructional materials. His data indicate that the
discretionary behaviors are the most common ones used but
that when assessment of materials is considered teachers did
not indicate strong agreement about this process being used
in their schools.

Williams (1990) reported that when using

the repeated measures ANOVA, on the identified curricular
and instructional task, selection of texts, a significant
difference was found.

The discretionary mean was closer to

strongly-agree than the structural mean.
between strongly-agree and agree.

Both means fell

Williams suggested that

possibly due to the teachers' lack of any close relationship
on a day-to-day basis with the selection of texts, their
perceptions of the principal's behavior in this area would
more likely be represented in discretionary responses.
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To summarize the findings reported in this section:
It was reported that a statistically significant difference
occurred when the means of the items which measured the
ministerial and the discretionary behaviors overall were
compared; except for the control process of incentives a
significant difference was reported for the ministerial and
discretionary behaviors when they were compared to the
quality control processes in this study.

When the means of

the selected tasks of curriculum and instruction were
compared with the ministerial and discretionary behaviors
overall there was a significance difference found with each
of the tasks except staff development.

The practical

difference may not be significant; however, the consistent
finding of the presence of the behaviors, processes, and
tasks is significant, both statistically and practically.
Comparisons with Bogotch and Williams
This study, in keeping with constructive replication
of the original Bogotch (1989) study, used the School
Managerial Control Questionnaire developed by Bogotch and
used by Williams (1990).

Use of the same instrument offers

opportunities to compare items identified by Bogotch and
Williams as being in the top quartile of teacher agreement
responses based upon the mean value of the responses to the
questionnaire items. There are differences in the three
studies that will be discussed following Table 4.

A similar
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comparison is made with respect to those responses appearing
in the bottom quartile of teacher agreement responses.

Table 4
TOp Quartile Teacher Agreement Responses to S.M.C.Q. Items.
A Comparison of Rank, Means, and Standard Deviations From
This Study<d>, Williams<w>, and Bogotch<b>.

<d> <w> <b>
R
R
R
A
A
A
N

N

<d>

<w>

<b>

<d>

<w>

<b>

means

means

means

SD

SD

SD

2.49
2.52
2.39

1.13
1.31
1. 03
1.14
1.06
1. 23
1.14
1.09
0.99
1. 08
1.25
1.40

N

KKK
item
MI'ST 1
EI'ST 2
UIST
3
FI'ST 4
fAST
5
MI'SD 6
FI'SD 7
UICD
8
UISD
9
WAST 10
EI'CD 11
MI'CD 12

X

1
5

X
X
X
11
X

X

X

X

8

5
6
1
X
4

X

7

X

12

X

X

8

2.33
2.34
2.36
2.40
2.43
2.44
2.56
2.58
2.59
2.62
2.65
2.69

X

1.97
2.16
X
X

2.48

2.20

2.54

X
X

X
X
X

2.19

X

X

X

2.60
X
X

2.56

X
1. 37
1. 31 1.59
1.17 1.15
X
X
X

X

1. 32
X

1.15 1.26
X

X
X

X

1.29
X

X

X

1. 30 1.50

The top quartile of responses in this study match only four
of the top quartile responses in Williams (1990).

The

responses recorded by Bogotch (1989) in the top quartile are
matched by seven items from this study.
Most of the top quartile items of teacher agreement
reflect discretionary behaviors of principals.

Ten of the

items were reported by teachers to be closer to the
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strongly-agree response on the Likert scale.

Only two of

the items in the top quartile represent ministerial
behaviors.
The control process most represented in the top
quartile is that of Incentives(I').

Six of the 12 items

include incentives as the process evaluated.

The control

process of Standards is not represented in the top quartile.
Bogotch (1989) had only two top quartile items that
evaluated Standards represented in his study and Williams
(1990) reported only three similarly situated in his study.
The curriculum and instructional tasks were
represented as follows: Selection of texts and materials,
six times; curriculum development, three times; staff
development, three times.

Teacher evaluation was not

represented in the top quartile of teacher agreement
responses.
In the study by W.illiams (1990), the means for the
items that were matched with Bogotch (1989) were lower than
those in Bogotch's study.

On the four matched items of this

study, Williams' study, and Bogotch's study the means in
Williams' study were lower than the other two.

Table 4

should not be used to compare the data sets of the three
studies since the sample populations were different in the
studies.

However, the means with each data set may be

viewed as representing the strength of response about
whether or not the process/task was observed at the schools.
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The standard deviations were lower in this study than
Williams (1990) or Bogotch (1989).
be made between the data sets.

Again, no comparison can

The data may be used to gain

information about the dispersions of the individual teacher
responses from each of the three studies.
Table 5

Bottom Quartile Teacher Agreement Responses to S.M.C.Q.
items. A Comparison of Rank, Means, and Standard Deviations
From This Study<d>, Williams<w>, and Bogotch<b>.

item
DSTE
FAST
FSTE
FSSD
FATE
El'TE
FlTE
DSSD
WATE
UlTE
CSSD
WACD

<d> <w> <b>
R
R
R
A
A
A
N
K

N
K

N
K

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

1
2

1
3

X

7
6
8
10

X
X
X
X
X

6

2
7

X
X

9

X
X
X
X

<d>

<w>

<b>

means

means

means

SD

SD

3.50
3.45
3.43
3.28
3.26
3.22
3.19
3.17
3.15
3.09
3.07
3.06

3.48
3.20

3.70
3.30
3.09
3.50
3.08

1.16
1.23
1.25
1. 21
1.44
1.37
1.14
1.20
1. 30
1.28
1.12
1. 23

1. 35 1. 30
1.27 1. 37
X
1.40
1. 20 1. 34
1. 40 1.51
1.44
X
1.23
X
X
1. 32

X

2.63
2.69
2.54
2.51
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

3.05
X
X
X
X

<d>

<w>

<b>
SD

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

Table 5 presents the 12 items with the lowest levels
of teacher agreement. The behavioral dimension most
represented by the bottom quartile in this study was the
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ministerial dimension.

This dimension was included in 5 of

the bottom 7 rankings.
The control process of Standards is represented in
five lower quartile items and Assessment is represented in
four of the bottom quartile responses.
Incentives was only represented once and Information was
represented in two of the items.

The curriculum and

instructional task of Teacher Evaluation was represented in
7 of the 12 items in the bottom quartile.

Staff Development

and Selection of texts and materials were each represented
one time.For all three studies teacher responses to the item
representing Difficulty of Standards in Teacher Evaluation
ranked lowest.

There is also much similarity between the

rankings on the lowest five items for Williams, Bogotch, and
this study.
Most of the items in the top quartile reflect
discretionary behaviors.

In the bottom quartile the

ministerial behaviors occur most frequently.
The curriculum and instruction task of Teacher
Evaluation was not represented in the top quartile.

Teacher

Evaluation, however, appears in 7 of the bottom 12
responses.

This number exceeds those in Bogotch (3 times)

or Williams (4 times).
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The Don't Know Response
Bogotch (1989) originally had six categories of
responses on the S.M.C.Q.

He was requested by the school

district to include a "Don't Know" response as an available
option to the teachers (p.240).

The "Don't Know "response

may affect the sample by as much as 25 percent (Schuman &
Presser,1981), but the distribution is not likely to be
noticeable.
Williams (1990) found that the "Don't Know" response
was used by 71.5% of the respondents.

In this study, 74% of

the respondents used the "Don't Know" response for at least
one of the statements.

So that an improper effect would not

occur on the mean values, the "Don't Know" responses were
eliminated from the mean calculation for each of the
statements.

Table 6
Items With the Highest Percentage of "Don't Know" Responses
in This study<d>, Williams<w>, and Bogotch<b>

Item

Qst.#

DK%

Item

<d>
FASD
DSCD
EI'SD
fACD
UITE
DSTE

43
32
36
10
38
31

Qst.#

DK%

Item

<w>
37.8
18.1
17.8
14.8
14.6
9.6

UISD
FASD
FAST
DSST
FSST
EI'SD

44
43
42
46
45
36

Qst.# DK%
<b>

41.0
35.6
31.3
24.4
18.8
14.3

UISD
FASD
FAST
FSST
EI'SD
DSST

44
43
42
45
36
46

55.6
52.3
43.2
28.0
23.0
22.0
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The Table 6 data indicate that Item item #43,
Frequency of Assessment of Staff Development, was the most
common item answered with the "Don't Know" response in the
three studies.

Item #36, Equitablity of Incentives of Staff

Development, was listed in the top six items of the "Don't
Know" responses in all three studies.

Williams (1990)

listed the same six items as Bogotch (1989) as those most
often answered as "Don't Know".

The difference in Williams

(1990) and Bogotch was in the percentages and a slight
change in the order.

It should be noted that these two

studies were done in the same school district.
The six items identified by this study differed from
both Bogotch and Williams on all except two items.

However,

in this study the control processes of Standards,
Assessment, Information, and Incentives were represented in
the same proportion as the two previous studies.

There were

two differences in the data reported in this study when
viewing the data from both Bogotch and Williams.

First, the

curricular task of Selection of Texts and Materials
represented three of the highest "Don't Know" response items
in the other studies.

In this study this task was not one

of the top six items.

Second, only one item in this study

represented the ministerial dimension of behavior.

In both

Bogotch and Williams there were three representations of the
ministerial (structural) dimension.

The frequency of the

"Don't Know" response was considerably lower for all items
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in this study than either Bogotch or Williams except for
question #43.

In Williams this item ranked second with a

35.6% "Don't Know" response whereas in this study it ranked
first with a 37.8% response in this category.
The data collected and reported for the "Don't Know"
response may suggest that some revision should be made in
the current instrument.

However there are no conclusions

drawn regarding the reasons that a teacher might use the
"Don't Know" response.

Suggested reasons may include:

Not

wanting to answer the question, not understanding the
question or not being familiar with the process included in
the item.
Teacher Agreement Responses
In an effort to assess the impact of school
managerial control behaviors across the different curricular
and instructional tasks, Table 7 was constructed.

By

listing the cumulative percentages for the responses by
teachers that ranged from agree to strongly-agree, the
latent aggregate variables representing the behaviors can be
viewed in relation to the four control processes and the
four selected curricular and instructional tasks.
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Table 7a
Cumulative Percentages of Teacher Agreement on Curricular
and Instructional Tasks for Standards
Teacher
Evaluation

Staff
Development

Standards
Frequency 53.7
Clarity
75.8
Difficulty 34.3

53.9
68.8
49.3

Selection
Texts

Curriculum
Development

72.8
77.0
58.0

63.9
68.3
58.6

The highest cumulative percentage among the items
which had ministerial-frequency behaviors was for the task
of curriculum development.

The lowest ministerial behavior

was recorded from the task of teacher evaluation.
Generally, the discretionary behavior of clarity was high
across all tasks.
The discretionary behavior measuring difficulty of
standards was generally low.

Teachers reported the lowest

agreement about the presence of difficulty of standards,
especially for the task of teacher evaluation.

Thus, for

example, teachers perceived the standards for teacher
evaluation to be more clear than frequent, and although they
were clear they were not perceived as difficult.

Teacher

responses regarding staff development were similar.
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Table 7b
Cumulative Percentages of Teacher Agreement on Curricular
and Instructional Tasks for Information
Teacher
Evaluation

Staff
Development

Information
Frequency 61.4
Adequacy
83.6
Utility
58.5

76.7
77.6
64.9

Curriculum
Development

Selection
Texts

67.0
79.6
80.3

63.9
79.5
90.1

On the items measured by the SMCQ, teachers showed a
strong conviction concerning the occurrence of managerial
information behaviors on all of the curricular and
instructional tasks.

Of the three behavioral indicators the

discretionary behavior of utility of information in the
selection of texts and instructional materials ranked the
highest of any of the behaviors across any of the four
processes.

It was closely followed by the ministerial

behavior observed concerning the frequency of incentives
regarding the selection of texts and instructional materials
among teachers.
From Table 7b it can also be observed that teachers
consider the information about teacher evaluation to be more
adequate than frequent.

The usefulness of the information

regarding teacher evaluation does not appear to represent a
strong conviction among the teachers in this study.

The

most useful information appears to be that which is provided
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with regard to the selection of texts and instructional
materials.
Table 7c
Cumulative Percentages of Teacher Agreement on Curricular
and Instructional Tasks for Assessment.
Teacher
Evaluation

Staff
Development

Curriculum
Development

Selection
Texts

Assessment
Frequency
Worth
Fairness

58.2
58.4
84.3

43.9

67.6
66.2

72.0

66.6
66.6

33.7
79.9
80.7

The data reported in Table 7c indicate that the
ministerial behavior measured by frequency of assessments
across three of the four curricular and instructional tasks
were perceived with less conviction than the discretionary
behaviors.

Only 33.7 percent of the teachers reported that

the control process of assessment was frequently observed
with regard to the selection of texts and materials.

Along

the frequency dimension, teachers reported a strong
conviction about the task of curriculum development.
The highest cumulative percentage of responses that
ranged from agree to strong-agree occurred among teachers
was for the fairness of assessments with respect to teacher
evaluation.

Teacher judgment regarding worth of assessments
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was strongest for the task of selection of texts and
instructional materials.
Table 7d
Cumulative percentages of Teacher Agreement on Curricular
and Instructional Tasks for Incentives
Teacher
Evaluation
Incentives
Frequency
71.5
Meaningfulness 72.7
Equity
58.5

Staff
Development
77.9
78.4

63.6

Curriculum
Development

65.3

71.5
75.4

Selection
Texts
87.1
83.8
78.1

The two highest cumulative percentages of teacher
agreement for the process of incentives were reported for
the frequency of the use of incentives with regard to the
selection of texts and instructional materials and for the
meaningfulness of incentives for the same task.

This

teacher agreement response percentage for frequency was
higher than any of the frequency measures of the other three
control processes.

This finding indicates that teachers

have a strong conviction that the principals in this sample
are employing the control process of incentives using both
ministerial and discretionary behaviors.

This finding also

indicates that the principal shows his support and trust of
teachers' efforts to get the best materials for students.
Williams (1990) did not report teacher agreement
response data in the format selected by Bogotch (1989) and
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this study.

When the tables used in this study are viewed

with similar tables used by Bogotch it can be shown that the
strength of teacher agreement responses are similar.
Bogotch found "Utility of information for the selection of
texts and instructional materials" to have the highest
cumulative percentage of teacher agreement.

This study

found the same item as having the strongest teacher
agreement response.

Bogotch found that teachers felt that

the process of standards with regard to teacher evaluation
had good clarity, were done infrequently, and were not
perceived as being difficult.

The percentages varied in

this study but the relationships for this task were the same
as Bogotch.

An observation related to this study and in the

data reported by Bogotch was in regard to information about
teacher evaluation.

The teachers in this study indicated

that even though the process of information was evident they
observed the information to be infrequently occurring.
Bogotch reported higher percentages for each of the
behaviors regarding teacher evaluation.
Reliabilities
The statistical reliability techniques for the Likert
scale used in this study utilized both the item-to-total
correlations and the Cronbach alpha coefficients to assess
consistency of the items.

Likert scaling treats each item

as a separate predictor of the respondents' total score.
However, since the total includes the item as a component,
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correlations may be inflated because both the item and the
total score contain the item's variance (McIver & Carmines,
1987).

The greater the number of items in a scale, the less

each will contribute to the variance and even though a
correction formula was proposed by Peters and Van Voorhis
(1940), the evidence is not conclusive that this technique
will guarantee that the items are measuring a single, common
phenomenon (McIver & Carmines, 1987).
The Cronbach alpha coefficient is an estimated average
of each inter-item correlation.

It is a more generalizable

estimate of the internal consistency form of reliability and
can be used with test items that yield other than binary
score responses (Cronbach, 1951).

When the 48 items on the

School Managerial Control Questionnaire were analyzed (the
two satisfaction items are excluded), the Cronbach Alpha
coefficient was computed to be 0.9851.
When the item-to-total correlations were analyzed, the
findings revealed the highest correlations existing with
adequacy of information regarding curriculum development,
the utility of information regarding curriculum development,
and the adequacy of information regarding the selection of
texts and instructional materials.

The lowest item-to-total

correlations were found with the statements which measured
the difficulty of standards with regard to teacher
evaluation, the frequency of assessment regarding teacher
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evaluation, and the meaningfulness of incentives with regard
to curriculum development.
Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) reviewed item-tototal correlations and found items 1, 23, 38, 42, 43, 44,
45, 46 as being the ones with the lowest correlations and
recommended that the items be reordered or eliminated from
the SMCQ.

Since only two previous administrations of the

SMCQ had been conducted and both of these on samples in the
same large, urban school district, this study did not omit
the items nor were they re-ordered for this administration.
Further study is needed on these items, possibly through
additional principal component analysis, to determine the
reliability of these statements as useful for assessing
control processes among school administrators.
Table 8
Reliability Statistics for School Managerial Control

Item

SMCQ #

Item-total correlation

Cronbach
alpha

FI'
FI'TE
FI'ST
FI 'CD
FI'SD

20
12
3
19

.756
.680
.716
.727

FA
FATE
FAST
FACD
FASD

4
42
26
43

.548
.715
.642
.687

.9570

.9599
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Table 8 cont'd
FS
FSTE
FSST
FSCO
FSSO

6
45
16
33

.782
.693
.773
.761

FI
FITE
FIST
FICO
FISO

41
34
49
37

.743
.771
.675
.718

fA
fATE
fAST
fACO
fASO

40
13
10
21

.739
.659
.738
.778

WA
WATE
WAST
WACO
WASO

29
23
30
15

.665
.612
.716
.706

OS
OSTE
OSST
OSCO
OSSO

31
46
32
24

.525
.632
.617
.637

UI
UIST
UICO
UITE
UISO

48
47
38
44

.697
.825
.744
.606

MI'
MI'TE
MI'ST
MI'CO
MI'SO
EI'
EI'TE
EI'ST
EI'CO
EI'SO

1
18
9
17
35
2
27
36

.594
.649
.583
.712
.796
.687
.659
.785

.9572

.9585

.9576

.9585

.9607

.9583

.9581

.9600
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Table 8 cont'd
CS
CSTE
CSST
CSCD
CSSD

11

50
5
22

.779
.788
.633
.768

aI
aITE
aIST
aICD
alSO

7
39
28
8

.748
.819
.835
.675

.9561

.9570

Demographic Variables
In keeping with the exploratory nature of this study
consideration was given to selected independent variables
generated from the demographics of the respondents with
regard to each of the control processes and each curricular
and instructional task. Tests of significance were conducted
using analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine the
relationships between the independent variables of race,
gender, degree held by teachers, years of service of the
teacher, and years of service of the principal at each of
the sample schools and the control processes and curricular
and instructional tasks.

Table 9 offers comparisons of the

demographic variables with the response frequencies and
percentage of respondents who were in each of the
categorizes delimited by the survey instrument.
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Table 9
Table of Frequencies and Percentages Reported From the
Demographic Variables in This study

Frequency

Percentage

335
75

1

81.5
18.2
0.2

Gender
Male
Female

155
257

37.6
62.4

Years Service
as teacher
1-3
4-7
8-15
16 & up

58
81
106
170

14.0
19.5
25.5
41.0

Degree
Bachelors
Masters
Specialist
Doctorate

244
152
10
7

59.1
36.8
2.4
1.7

3
9
6

15.8
47.4
31.6
5.2

Race
White
Black
Other

Years Service
as Principal
at this School
1-2
3-5
6-10
11 & up

1

The respondents in this study reflect a close proximity
to the racial configuration of teachers in the state of
Florida (1992-93, Florida County Perspectives).

According

to state-wide percentages 14.5 percent of the teachers are
black, 80.1 percent are white and 5.4 percent are listed as
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other.

The state-wide data on gender of teachers according

to level of school was not available.

However for all

teachers the state-wide percentages are given as 23 percent
male and 77 percent female (1992-93, Florida County
Perspectives).

One would expect more male teachers to have

teaching responsibilities in the secondary school and this
was the case for the schools participating in this study as
the table above indicates.
The variable which measured the teaching degrees held
by the faculty, when studied on a state-wide basis, indicate
approximately the same percentage rankings of the four
degrees reported.

Information regarding the number of years

the principal has been at each particular school is not
available on a percentage basis for the state as a whole.
Therefore no comparisons could be made of this study's
sample with the state-wide data.
The test results of the independent variables and their
impact were similar for the behavioral dimensions, the
processes, and the tasks.
effect upon the results.

Many of the variables had little
The degree of the teacher, the

years of service as a teacher, and tfte gender of the
teachers had no significant relationships to the dependent
variables used in this research.

Some of the independent

variables emerged as significant (p< .01) with respect to
three of the discretionary behaviors, three of the
curricular and instruction tasks, and two of the control
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processes.

These results are presented in Table 10.

From

the data reported race was a significant variable in the
discretionary behaviors of clarity and worth, the task of
teacher evaluation, and the process of assessment.

Years of

service of the principal at the school was significant with
regard to the discretionary behaviors of clarity and
adequacy, the control process of information, and the tasks
of curriculum development and selection of texts and
instructional materials.
Table 10
Analysis of Variance of Demographic Variables With Regard to
Behaviors, Control Processes, and Tasks
BEHAVIORS
CLARITY (Discretionary)
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs.,-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

5.12
0.11
0.32
0.24
0.77
5.13

5.12
0.11
0.32
0.24
0.77
5.13

5.76
0.13
0.37
0.27
0.87
5.78

P> F
0.01*
0.71
0.54
0.60
0.35
0.01*

ADEQUACY (Discretionary)
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

0.48
0.23
0.03
0.01
0.09
7.44

0.48
0.23
0.03
0.01
0.09
7.44

0.63
0.30
0.05
0.02
0.12
9.69

P> F
0.42
0.58
0.82
0.88
0.72
0.002*
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Table 10 cont'd
WORTH (Discretionary)
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

6.00
0.22
0.01
0.13
1.51
0.82

6.00
0.22
0.01
0.13
1.51
0.82

6.91
0.26
0.02
0.15
1. 74
0.95

P> F
0.008*
0.60
0.89
0.69
0.18
0.33

CONTROL PROCESSES
INFORMATION
Source

df

Type III

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

1.47
0.065
0.002
0.019
0.48
6.10

SS

Mean Square

F value

1.47
0.065
0.002
0.019
0.48
6.10

2.21
0.10
0.00
0.03
0.73
9.15

P> F
0.13
0.75
0.95
0.8
0.39
0.002*

ASSESSMENT
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

5.05
0.003
0.18
0.25
0.05
0.88

5.05
0.003
0.18
0.25
0.05
0.88

7.07
0.01
0.26
0.36
0.08
1.23

P> F
0.008*
0.94
0.60
0.54
0.77
0.26

TASKS
TEACHER EVALUATION
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

4.77
0.10
0.41
0.06
0.009
1.19

4.77
0.10
0.41
0.06
0.009
1.19

5.73
0.12
0.50
0.08
0.01
1.43

P> F
0.01*
0.72
0.47
0.78
0.91
0.23
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Table 10 cont'd
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Trs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

2.88
0.04
0.30
0.13
0.003
4.14

2.88
0.04
0.30
0.13
0.003
4.14

3.97
0.06
0.41
0.19
0.01
5.70

P> F
0.04
0.80
0.52
0.66
0.94
0.01*

SELECTION OF TEXTS and INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
Source

df

Type III SS

Mean Square

F value

Race
Sex
Race*Sex
Degree
Yrs-Tch
Yrs-Svce

1
1
1
1
1
1

0.006
0.01
0.02
0.001
0.03
5.48

0.006
0.01
0.02
0.001
0.03
5.48

0.01
0.03
0.03
0.00
0.06
8.91

P> F
0.91
0.85
0.85
0.95
0.80
0.003*

Investigation of the ef-fects of race indicate that for
the discretionary behavior of clarity, non-white persons
offered a lower mean response than whites with non-white
females showing the lowest mean value.

Race also had a

significant effect with regard to the discretionary behavior
of worth.

When the selected curriculum and instructional

tasks were analyzed, race appeared as having a significant
effect on teacher evaluation.

Non-whites offered a

significantly lower mean response to this task than whites.
Non-white females emerged as having the lowest mean value
responses concerning this task while the responses of white
females showed the highest mean value and therefore the
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strongest point of disagreement regarding this task.

The

mean value resporise from white females was closer to
strongly-disagree than to strongly-agree.

Predictably, the

control process of assessment contained a significant effect
with regard to race.

Non-whites offered the strongest

observation that this process was exhibited by principals.
White females gave the weakest observation concerning this
process with their mean value being closer to stronglydisagree than to strongly-agree.
The other independent variable that produced some
significant effects was the length of service of the
principal at the sampled school.

For the discretionary

behaviors of clarity and adequacy, the control process of
information, and the tasks of curriculum development and the
selection of texts and instructional materials, a
statistically significant difference (p< .01) was reported.
Both Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) included
several independent variables generated from the
demographics of the respondents.

Bogotch found the years of

service of the teachers to be a significant independent
variable.

Williams study of elementary teachers and this

study of high school teachers did not find this to be the
case for the data reported in the research.
Summary
This chapter has presented an analysis of the data
collected from the high school teachers who responded to the
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School Managerial Control Questionnaire when it was
administered to selected small high schools in North
Florida.

Included were findings and discussion related to

each of the three hypotheses that guided this study.

In the

first hypothesis a significant difference was found when the
means of the ministerial and discretionary behaviors were
compared.

In the second hypothesis significant differences

were found when the behaviors' means were compared with the
mean responses for the control processes of standards,
information, and assessment.
behavior were compared with

When the means regarding
th~

mean responses regarding

curriculum and instruction tasks significant differences
were found for the tasks of teacher evaluation, curriculum
development, and selection of texts and instructional
materials.

No significant difference was found for the

control processes of incentives or for the curriculum and
instruction task of staff development.

Practical

significance was indicated with the control process of
Assessment and with the curriculum task of Selection of
Texts and instructional Materials. Comparisons were made to
the two previous studies, Bogotch (1989) and Williams
(1990), which have used the SMCQ as an instrument to collect
information regarding school managerial control.

Tables

were presented for the highest and lowest quartile of
teacher agreement responses by mean values as a comparison
of the same quartiles in Bogotch's and Williams' research,
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the "Don't Know" responses to the questionnaire items, and
for the Cronbach-alpha coefficients for the questionnaire
items.

In addition a table was presented that listed the

percentage of teachers who responses ranged from agree to
strongly-agree with regard to the behaviors, the control
processes and the selected curriculum and instruction tasks.
Finally, an analysis of variance table was reported
that offered significant relationships concerning five
independent variables generated from the demographic
responses of the teachers included in the study.
The conclusfons, summaries, and recommendations for
further study are presented in Chapter Five.

136

CHAPTER FIVE
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations for Further Study
The stated purposes of this study included measurement
of how small, rural high school principals exercise quality
control over selected curriculum and instruction tasks in
their schools.

The selection of rural high schools

broadened the research context for applying the managerial
control model developed by Bogotch (1989) to a wider context
and setting.
In addressing these purposes, the introductory chapter
provided an overview of the study, another chapter offered a
review of related literature to establish the context of the
study.

The design chapter described the instrumentation and.

the analysis of variables studied.

The data analysis and

discussion chapter preceded this one.

This final chapter

offers a summary of the findings, some conclusions about the
findings, and several recommendations that may guide further
studies of school managerial control.
The summary revisits the purposes of this dissertation
and focuses on the findings presented in Chapter Four.

The

summary section also relates the findings to the related
literature.

The conclusions offered are based upon the

general findings from the sample and setting selected for
this study and in particular relates findings from two
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previous studies, Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990), to the
results of this study.

The recommendations for further

studies identifies some of the implications for current
practice.

It further suggests needed research to expand the

knowledge base and understandings of how principals exercise
quality control over the core technology of education, the
curriculum and instruction, and over other aspects of
schooling.
Summary
To provide a sense of clarity and improve understanding
of the concept of quality control with regard to curriculum
and instruction tasks as exercised by rural high school
principals and to offer validation to a managerial control
process model each of the hypotheses that guided this study
is addressed.

The questionnaire developed by Bogotch (1989)

and later used by Williams (1990) [see Appendix El, to study
a managerial control model was used in this study.
According to Schon (1987) the tasks of the principalship can
be viewed as a logical process of problem solving and
applying standard techniques to predictable problems.

He

suggests, however, that a more accurate view may be one of
"managing messes"(p.16).

While Sally, Mcpherson, and Baehr

(1979) concluded the principalship is defined in terms of
administrative rather than instructional function, Morris
and his colleagues (1981) found a lot of latitude for
discretion in decision-making and in other aspects of the
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principalship.

According to Hodgetts and Kuratko (1991)

control is the process of establishing standards, comparing
results against those standards and correcting deviations.
The authors cited above had different views of the
principalship in general and the exercise of control as an
operational process.

In other studies several descriptions

were offered regarding what principals "do" and how they
manage effective schools.

The findings of this study

reflect the perceptions of 426 teachers employed in rural
high schools of North and Northwest Florida as to whether
ministerial behaviors and discretionary behaviors are
exhibited by their principals and the degree to which these
behaviors are manifested.

The ensuing responses represented

some general agreements, some disagreements, and some areas
that need additional measurement.
In this effort to provide a better understanding of how
secondary principals go about managing control processes
regarding selected curriculum and instruction tasks three
hypothesis statements were proposed.

Each is addressed in

this summary section.
Bogotch (1989), in reflecting on his existing reviews
of social science theories of control, found that the
definition of organizational control was not fully
developed.

He cites Tannebaum et. al (1974) that

organizational control was fundamentally hierarchial
regardless of the cultural context.

Through a syntheses of
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research findings from organizational theory, political
science, sociology, psychology, and philosophy and through
an analysis of published studies and interview data Bogotch
hypothesized a theoretical distinction between two
managerial behavior dimensions that he termed as structural
and discretionary.

The structural dimension was composed of

formal and informal patterns that related to "have to"
aspects of the principalship.

The discretionary dimension

was conceived of as the "want to" aspect that reflected
attitudes, interests, and professional beliefs associated
with managerial control processes.
This study utilized the terminology of the
discretionary dimension proposed by Bogotch, but offered the
term "ministerial" in place of the terminology of the
structural dimension.

The term, ministerial, is used as the

"have to" dimension since, in legal terminology it describes
a duty performed in a prescribed manner in obedience to
mandates of legal authority.

In general, ministerial duties

are performed by a subordinate official, in this study the
high school principal, according to specific directions and
prescribed frequencies with little or no discretion on the
part of that official.

The three hypotheses tested in this

study involved ministerial and discretionary behaviors of
the principals as they exercised their roles as quality
controllers of selected curriculum and instruction tasks in
small rural high schools.
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Of the 825 teachers surveyed in 25 high schools in 17
school districts-in North and Northwest Florida, 19 schools
produced a teacher response rate of greater than 40 percent.
Those 19 schools constitute the sample of schools used in
the study.
First Hypothesis
The first hypothesis relates to the perceptions of the
surveyed teachers as to whether the principal at their high
school performed in a ministerial or discretionary manner
regarding control processes used with curriculum and
instruction.

The first hypothesis stated that there were no

significant differences between ministerial and
discretionary behaviors of rural high school principals in
their exercise of quality control of selected curriculum and
instructional tasks.
Bogotch (1989), Williams (1990), and this study
posited that the lower the mean values the stronger the
perception that the specific managerial behavior was
occurring at the school site.

Using this point of

reference, the means for both of the behaviors given in this
first hypothesis are reflected as between the strongly-agree
and agree responses.

The means and standard deviations

produced were computed to be 2.83 ±.79, for the
discretionary behaviors measures and 2.99 ±.84, for the
ministerial behavior measures.

The discretionary mean is
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reported as being closer to strongly-agree response than the
ministerial mean ( p< 0.0001).
The data in this hypothesis suggests that teachers
perceived their principals as exhibiting more discretionary
behavior in their role as quality controllers of curriculum
and instruction than ministerial behaviors.
were lndicated as being
sample.

presen~

Both behaviors

in the 19 schools in the

Although the .19 effects size value offers no

practical significance.

Identification of both sets of

behavior by teachers in the sample does.
Second Hypothesis
The evidence from social science control theory
research suggests that management control is defined by more
than a single entity.

Bogotch (1989) wrote" ... given the

complexity of school organizations and the effects of
situational and cultural differences on learning, it may be
impractical to hypothesize a unified system of control
processes across diverse tasks and organizational cultures"
(p.181).

This delimitation was made in the research

conducted by Bogotch and was the focus of this study.
Williams (1990) further explored

the~processes

and tasks

associated with the domain of curriculum and instruction in
his study of elementary school principals using the
conceptual framework and measurement process used by
Bogotch.
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The second hypothesis of this study highlighted the
teachers perceptions of their principals' behavior as
manifested in the four control processes [standards,
information, assessment, incentives] identified by Bogotch
(1989) and measured by the School Managerial Control
Questionnaire developed from his interview data and research
analysis.

The second hypothesis stated that there are no

significant differences between the ministerial and
discretionary behaviors of rural high school principals for
each of the four quality control processes identified as
standards, information, assessment, and incentives.

The

findings of this research indicate that there are
significant differences in the ministerial and discretionary
behaviors of the principals in three of the four processes.
Standards.

The literature is persuasive that the

control process identified as standards_ is a viable and
essential part of the managerial control exercised by high
school principals.

The federal government has funded

efforts to set standards in seven curricular areas (Videro &
West, 1993).

There are currently efforts in several states

to set standards by which quality outcomes can be measured.
This study viewed state, district, and school level
standards regarding selected curriculum and instruction
tasks as response perceptions that could be made by teachers
as they observed managerial control exercised by their
principal.
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Using a pair-wise t-test, a significant difference was
found between the means for the two behaviors under
consideration.

The ministerial mean was computed to be 3.15

±.94, and the discretionary mean was 3.02 ±.86.

The

teachers perceived discretionary behaviors to be more
evident than ministerial behaviors; however, the .14 effects
size value probably offers no practical significance.

These

data do suggest that this control processes is seen as
occurring at the respondents' schools.

It does occur and

when observed the principal exercises more discretionary
behaviors than ministerial behaviors.

It would appear that

the formal nature of standards would lend itself to more
ministerial behaviors than discretionary ones.

However, the

data indicate that there may be personal qualities and
activities that principals have in their school that are not
measured by instruments, directed by policies, or guided by
mandates from state or district sources.
Information.

One of the functions of information is to

enhance connections between the school and sources of
knowle~ge

in the environment.

School staffs do not always

possess the knowledge and skills need to solve the
educational and social problems they identify.

Fullan

(1991) wrote that the development of a faculty's problem
solving capacity must not only involve the sharing and
validation of their own knowledge, but also the development
of new knowledge.

The change and innovation needed for more

144

effective schools is very heavily dependent upon information
and its adequacy, utility, and frequency.
When using the pair-wise t-test a significant
difference was found between the mean responses for
ministerial (2.97 ±.93) and discretionary (2.75 ±.83)
behaviors.

Information is a process which the principal

exhibits with behaviors that the teachers in this study
perceived to be both adequate and useful.

The provision of

information on a frequent basis was also a behavior
exhibited by principals but the discretionary behaviors are
identified more often.
Of the three control processes found as having
significant differences, the mean produced for information
and its discretionary behavior was the closest to stronglyagree than either standards or assessment.
is a .25 effects size value.

There, however,

This seems to indicate minimal

practical significance.
Assessment.

The assessment process of control used in

this study goes beyond the traditional teacher evaluation
process and offers a measure of the sharing of leadership
and increased support of the faculty in areas defined by
Sergiovanni (1991), Hallinger (1993), and Rowan (1990).
Assessment also can mean the advancement of professional
growth opportunities for teachers by rearranging the
conditions and structure under which teachers work (Barth,
1990).
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When the pair-wise t-test was used a significant
difference was found in the behavior means for the control
process of assessment.

The mean for the discretionary

behavior measures was 2.86 ±.85, and the mean for the
ministerial behavior measures was 3.15 ±1.07.

It is

interesting that the concept of assessment generally
indicates a formal mechanism that is applied as prescribed
across the schools in a district.

The data from this study

indicate that principals are exercising considerable
discretion in their utilization of the control process of
assessment.

The "relatively high mean value associated with

the ministerial behavior could be a cause for some concern
about how consistently principals in this sample were
actually using frequent assessments of programs, personnel,
and tasks associated with the curriculum and instruction of
the school.
The frequency of assessment, which is used as the
measure of ministerial behavior of the principals in this
study, appears to have low teacher agreement responses.

In

fact, the ministerial behavior for this process has the
highest mean value of any of the behaviors exhibited within
any of the processes.

The data represented in this process

could be interpreted as representing the small staff and the
principal's involvement with staff.

The literature suggests

that small school size lessens the complexity of interaction
between the principal and the teachers (Pellicer, 1982), and
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support can be given to this idea from the data presented
about this control process.

Informal assessments have

support from the research on quality control and it appears
that there is considerable agreement among the teachers
responding in this study that there is worth and fairness in
these informal assessments.

Therefore, the .31 effects size

value may also have practical significance.
Incentives.

Support for the inclusion of incentives as

an essential managerial control process was found primarily
within the literature of psychology.

Bogotch (1989) and

Mitchell (1987) define incentives as the planned and
controlled distribution of rewards.

Principals generally

have little influence over tangible rewards such as merit
pay, attendance incentives, or. compensations.

They do,

however, have considerable influence over the intangible
rewards associated with trust, shared decision-making, and
recognition of quality performance.
When using the pair-wise t-test no significant
difference was found between the ministerial and
discretionary measures of incentive behaviors of the
principals.

The discretionary mean was 2.68 ±.91,and the

ministerial mean was 2.72 ±.93.

There appears to be strong

teacher agreement that the process of incentives is used as
a quality control process for curriculum and instruction
tasks for small high school in this study.

The findings

regarding this process indicate a high agreement among
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teachers since five of the first seven responses listed in
the top quartile of teacher agreement responses contain this
control process.

The lowest mean values of the statements

used in the SMCQ occurred within the process of incentives.
Incentives appeared to be a broad concept and teacher
distinctions were not delineated clearly between ministerial
and discretionary behaviors.

This finding does not imply

confusion but may indicate some ambivalence by teachers
about the type of behaviors exhibited by the principal.
There are very few extrinsic rewards than can be offered by
the high school principal and the data seem to indicate that
the intrinsic reward efforts are perceived as frequent,
meaningful, and equitable.
Third Hypothesis.

Cawelti and Adkisson (1986)

discussed four tasks in identifying major areas of
curriculum.

These were teacher evaluation, staff

development, curriculum development, and the selection of
textbooks and instructional materials.

Bogotch (1989) and

Williams (1990) utilized these same tasks as variables in
testing teacher agreement responses to two dimensions of
principal's behavior.
The core technology of schooling encompasses all four
of the tasks selected for this study and gives rise to the
third hypothesis which guided this study.
stated:

This hypothesis

There are no significant differences between

ministerial and discretionary behaviors of rural high school
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principals for each of the selected curriculum and
instructional tasks of teacher evaluation, staff
development, curriculum development, and the selection of
texts and instructional materials.
Teacher Evaluation.

In

t~eory,

formal evaluation of

teachers by principals is a powerful means of promoting
professional growth.

However, Barth (1990) comments that

conventional supervision often approaches a meaningless
ritual.
Using a pair-wise t-test on the selected task of
teacher evaluation a significant difference was found
between principal's use of ministerial and discretionary
behaviors.

The ministerial mean (3.19 ±l.Ol), was the

highest mean value given to any of the tasks by the teachers
in this study.

The discretionary mean (3.00 ±.93), was near

the mid-range on the scale but represented the highest mean
value for the discretionary behaviors measured across the
four selected tasks.

The effects size value of .19 is small

and would suggest little practical significance.

The values

obtained indicate that there is not a strong conviction that
principals exercise either the ministerial or discretionary
behaviors with any degree of consistency.

The teacher

evaluation process is usually a formalized mechanism and
Bogotch (1989) and Williams (1990) found this task also
received weak conviction among teachers responding to the
questionnaire.

In examining the bottom quartile of teacher
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agreement responses the task of teacher evaluation appears
in 7 of the bottom 10 items in this study.

It might be that

teachers were confused by the statements concerning teacher
evaluation since the item-total correlations were low on
three of the processes.

However, the correlations on the

remaining nine measures of teacher evaluation were high.
Teachers seem to agree that teacher evaluation occurs in the
schools in this study but it is only done at prescribed
intervals and there are discretionary alternatives used by
principals when the evaluations are done.
Staff Development.

Both of the means in this task were

closer to the strongly-agree response than to the disagree
response.

The staff development items reflected a

discretionary mean of 2.91 ±.84, and a ministerial mean of
2.95 ±.95.

With p< .2411 there was not a significant

difference between the two behavioral means.

The data seems

to indicate that teachers did not discriminate between the
ministerial and discretionary behavior dimensions on the
staff development items on the questionnaire.

The "Don't

Know" responses received for items measuring this task were
two of the top three in the percentage frequency of this
type of response.

Staff development has long been a

function of the district-level staff and contractual
language in collective bargaining agreements sometime gives
wide latitude for participation or non-participation by
teachers.

It is obvious from these data that some control
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is exercised by the principal but that teachers did not
differentiate the behavior as more ministerial or as more
discretionary.
Curriculum Development.

The data reflecting teacher

perceptions of this task indicate that it is performed using
discretionary behaviors than using ministerial behaviors.
The discretionary mean was computed to be 2.81 ±.91, and the
ministerial mean was computed to be 2.96 ±.90.

The pair-

wise t-test determined the differences to be significant;
however, with an effects size value of .16 the practical
difference is very questionable.

With the possible

exception that principals do not expect the course
requirements to be higher than the state or district
guidelines, teachers' responses indicate the encouragement
of new ideas, a support for better materials, and
responsive atmosphere for change is evident.

a

Both of the

means reported are closer to the strongly-agree response
than to the strongly disagree response.

The teacher

agreement responses were second only to the selection of
texts and instructional materials in the exercising of
discretionary behaviors for this task by the principals in
this study.
Selection of texts and instructional materials.

The

data reflecting teacher perceptions for this task were
reported as a discretionary mean value of 2.57 ±.79, and a
ministerial mean value of 2.85 ±.90.

The difference in
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these two means is statistically si9nificant with regard to
selection of textbooks and instructional materials.
Practical significance may be suggested from .33 computed
effects size value.

There is a consistent finding of the

presence of the behaviors regarding this task which may
indicate both practical and statistical significance.

There

is an indication among the teachers responding to this study
that principals give broad discretion to teachers regarding
materials selected and used in the high schools in this
sample.

The discretionary behavior mean values for this

task were representative of 4 of the 5 lowest mean values
for all items on the questionnaire.

This finding indicates

a very strong conviction that the principals exercised the
behavior which ultimately provided considerable effort
toward getting the best materials for teachers.

Teachers

generally agree that for state-adopted materials more
ministerial behaviors were used and that adoption cycles
seemed to be adhered to by the administration.
The reported Cronbach Alpha of .9851 is very high which
indicates strong reliability of the test instrument
measuring the dependent variables selected for this study.
Selected Independent Variables
Since this was an exploratory study and replicative in
nature, consideration was given to the examination of
selected variables generated from the demographics of the
respondents.

The selected demographic variables were
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teacher race, gender, number of years of teaching
experience, the degree teachers had obtained, and the number
of years the principals had been at the school.
When an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to
assess the relationships of the behaviors and selected tasks
with the demographic variables it was found that many of the
variables had little effect.

The number of years of

teaching experience, the gender of the teacher, and the
degree obtained had no significant relationship to the
dependent variables of the behaviors and selected tasks of
curriculum and instruction.

The two variables that emerged

with significant relationships [ p < .01 ], were race of the
respondents and the length of service of the principal at
the school.

There was a high degree of agreement among non-

white females that the task of teacher evaluation was done
with greater clarity than when the white females responded
to this item.

White females generally had low agreement

responses to the discretionary behavior of worth as it
applied to teacher evaluation.
It was not an unexpected result of this study that the
greater the length of service of the principal at the school
the stronger the process of assessment for the tasks of
curriculum development and selection of texts and
instructional materials.

As principals gain experience and

confidence they can, with clarity and adequacy, delegate
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authority and manage trust in the selection of materials and
in the control of curriculum development in the school.
Conclusions
Based upon the findings in this study of how rural high
school principals exercise quality control of curriculum and
instruction the following conclusions are offered:
1.

High school teachers in this study perceive that

principals in their schools in their roles as quality
controllers of curriculum and instruction exhibit an overall
performance that is more reflective of discretionary
behaviors than ministerial behaviors.

Both behaviors were

present between the strongly-agree and the agree responses
on the measurement scale.

With the significant difference

reported between the means of these two dimensions of
behavior, the theoretical construct that the principal is a
quality control agent of curriculum and instruction
utilizing diverse control processes is a viable one in the
rural high school setting.

One should not, however conclude

that the behavioral variables are dichotomous nor do they
intend to represent the entire range of behaviors that might
be evident among high school principals.
2.

Where the individual control processes were evaluated,

the responses indicated several different perceptions.
a).

The principal's behavior regarding the control

process of standards was the only one in which the responses
to both the ministerial and discretionary behaviors were
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between agree and strongly-disagree.

Teachers indicated

that the principal did not, to a discernable degree, use the
process of standards as it applies particularly to
ministerial behavior.

Principals in this sample appear to

be clear about the standards they set, but these appear to
neither be applied with much difficulty nor done on a
frequent basis.

Raising expectations and frequent

monitoring of progress toward these expectations appear as
effective school correlates.

The responses by teachers in

this study indicate improvement is needed by the principals
of their schools.
b).

The process of information is well used and

receives strong support for its adequacy, frequency, and
utility among the principals in this study.
c).

The control process of assessment received low

agreement as it relates to ministerial behaviors.

The use

of assessment on a discretionary basis is well attended in
areas that do not relate directly to teacher evaluation.
d).

The process of incentives had the most agreement

among the teachers as a control process occurring at the
school site.

Since there was no significant difference

found when the means of the two behaviors were compared it
cannot be concluded that either ministerial or discretionary
behaviors were used most often by principals in this study
for this process.
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3.

when the four identified tasks of curriculum and

instruction were" examined three of the tasks contained
responses more aligned with agree to strongly-agree
responses regarding discretionary behavior.
a).

Teachers perceive that they have considerable

autonomy in selecting texts and instructional materials for
their high school classes.

The formal process of textbook

adoption appears to occur no more frequently than is
prescribed by state or district policies.
b).

Teacher evaluation in the rural high schools in

this study is reported by teachers as a task exhibited only
to a limited degree by principals.
c).

The behaviors exercised by the principals

regarding staff development were less evident either as
ministerial or discretionary behaviors.

Teachers expressed

low conviction that this task was well-attended-to by the
principals in this sample.

Two possible explanations are

that some collective bargaining contracts give wide latitude
to the requirement of participation by teachers in staff
development and much of the current staff development
opportunities are limited to one-day workshops which have
minimum input from teachers.
4.

The demographic variables were unrelated to the

behaviors evaluated in this study except for the race of the
respondents and the length of service of the principal at
the school.
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a).

One might expect that the length of service as a

teacher would influence the perceptions of how the principal
exercises control.

This was not the case with the

respondents in this study of rural high schools.
b).

Principal evaluation behaviors appeared with more

clarity to non-white females than to white females.
c).

Years of service as a principal at the school is

related to more attention being given to the selected task
of curriculum development and to an even greater degree the
task of selection of texts and instructional materials.
5.

From the findings of this study it appears from the

teacher perceptions of how principals exercise control over
curriculum and instruction, that the principals in the
setting of this study exhibited the strongest behaviors in
the processes of incentives and information and the weakest
behaviors in the process of standards.
6.

From a school improvement perspective principals should

set higher standards for the curriculum and instructional
tasks.

Assessment of these standards needs to occur more

frequently than is currently perceived by teachers in the
setting for this study.
7.

One of the necessary items in a replicative study is to

relate the previous findings that were obtained from a
sample upon which the same measurement instrument was used.
Bogotch (1989) conducted the original study using the SMCQ
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and Williams (1990) used the instrument with a different
sample in the same school district.
a).

This study:

agreed with Williams and Bogotch that the differences

between structural [ministerial] and discretionary behaviors
were evident from the teacher responses to the items on the
SMCQ.
b).

confirmed both Bogotch and Williams that discretionary

control behaviors were more prevalent for curriculum and
instructional tasks than structural [ministerial] behaviors.
c).

concurred with Bogotch and Williams on the prominence

of teacher agreement responses with regard to information
and incentives.

There was also agreement with Bogotch and

Williams on the weakness of the agreement level regarding
the process of standards.
d).

did not concur with Williams on any findings where

structural [ministerial] behaviors had a higher agreement of
teacher responses than discretionary behaviors.
e).

did not concur with Bogotch that teacher tenure is a

significant independent variable.
f).

matched seven of the top quartile items of teacher

agreement responses with Bogotch.
g).

matched 6 of the 7 lowest quartile items with Bogotch

and Williams and all three studies agreed on the item having
the lowest agreement response.
h).

found the item with the highest percent of "Don't Know"

responses was near the highest item for all three studies.
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i).

related the Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.9851 as

being slightly higher than that found by both Bogotch
(0.9732) and Williams (0.9772).

The item-total correlations

in this study were higher than those reported by Bogotch but
the relative position of the items having the lowest
correlations were essentially the same as Bogotch.

The high

Cronbach alpha coefficients indicate strong reliability of
the test instrument measuring the dependent variables
selected for this study.
8.

This study supports Bogotch and Williams that item 43

should be removed because of the high "Don't Know" response.
The other items suggested to be removed by Bogotch and
Williams (1,23,38,42,44,45,46) should be considered for reordering for the next administration of the instrument.
9.

Bogotch's model of managerial control and Williams'

application of this model to his research was appropriate to
the purpose and the hypotheses which guided this study.
This is the third sample population to be measured using the
proposed model of school managerial control and the theory
supporting the model is viable.

Further testing of the

model is indicated and an internalization of the constructs
may result in improved practice and an expansion of the
knowledge base to be used in preparing principals as
curriculum and insturction leaders in their schools.
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Recommendations for Further Study
The findings in this research are indicative of 19
schools, 19 principals, and 426 teachers in small, rural
high schools located in North and Northwest Florida.
Previous studies using the same instrument were conducted in
the nation's fourth largest school district across three
instructional levels and with a large sample of elementary
school teachers in that district.

The need for further

expansion of the sample is therefore indicated.
There is a need for further studies that might include
rural schools in other parts of the state or nation, data
collected from middle schools only, a sample of rural
elementary schools, and a multi-district sample of large
high schools.

Further exploration of the independent

variables of race and gender and how they affect teacher
perceptions of principals' behaviors is also fertile ground
for study.

Additional study is needed on the issue of

teacher job satisfaction and satisfaction with their
principal as it relates to the dependent variables proposed

in this study.
The questionnaire created by Bogotch (1989), the School
Managerial Control Questionnaire, has been field tested and
administered to three different populations.

However, a

principal components analysis of the items has been done
only by the originator of the questionnaire.

Further

studies which include this analysis would be helpful in
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determining those items which need to be completely
eliminated from the questionnaire.

Also, Bogotch found the

instrument responses to discriminate between principals of
merit and non-merit schools.

More study is needed

concerning the relationships between these groupings.
An additional area for further research that might be
considered is to develop a questionnaire using the behaviors
and control processes from this study across other selected
tasks of the school principal.

Suggested areas include

school improvement plans, financial management of the
school, student services, physical plant planning and
maintenance, and other tasks associated with the school
principalship.
The implications for current practice from this
research are that principals probably influence curriculum
and instruction in their schools more than they actually
report when asked about the duties of the job.

Teachers

seem to recognize when principals give attention to teacher
evaluation, staff development, curriculum development, and
the selection of texts and instructional materials.

They

also know when inadequate attention is given to these items.
If principals are to become, as some authors claim,
"leaders of leaders" the tools of involvement and
collaboration must be developed.

The constructs evaluated

in this study have the potential to remind principals that
there will always be some type of directions, policies, and
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procedures that must be followed.

These constructs,

especially when viewed as discretionary dimensions of the
principalship, also have the potential to encourage
principals to develop quality outcomes through an exciting
process of visioning, trusting, assisting, and championing
the fundamental belief that all children can learn.
'The study reported herein was conducted with the
expectation that the results would be of benefit to school
principals and those preparing to be principals.

While

changes in the principalship will continue to occur as sitebased management, citizen involvement, and collaborative
decision-making models emerge, the foundation for positive
change must be built upon models that are based upon field
experiences.

It is hoped that this study will assist in

providing a foundation for changes that will provide for
quality managerial control exercised by all school
principals.
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Appendix A

Researcher's letter of request to Superintendent.
January 17,1992

~--~~~~--'

Superintendent
District School Board

Dear
In preparing for my doctoral dissertation I would like
to request permission to collect some information from high
school teachers and principals in the schools in your
district.
My study is focusing on the way principals exercise
quality control over the curriculum and instructional tasks
of their schools.
I am especially interested in studying
the small high school in non-urban areas of North Florida.
The information will be collected for aggregate reporting
purposes and is not designed to evaluate any principal or
identify any specific teachers. All information requested is
voluntary and will be done through the office of the
principals in your district.
I will contact you by
telephone within the next week to verify your willingness
for the schools to participate. Following your verification
I will contact each principal to provide them with
information regarding the study.
Thank you for your consideration of this matter and I look
forward to talking with you in the near future.
Sincerely,

Jim Duncan
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Appendix B
Researcher's letter to teachers.

May B, 1992

Dear Fellow Professional:
Your school superintendent and principal have agreed
for me to ask you to complete some information that is
designed to help us learn more about how principals in
rural, small high schools exercise quality control for
curriculum and instruction.

The study is also a part of my

doctoral studies program at the University of North Florida.
Individual teachers will not be identified in the study
and the data will be analyzed using only an aggregate basis.
You will receive a summary of the study when it is
completed.
Please follow the instructions given on the attached
questionnaire and return the completed form to the large
brown envelope located in the school secretary's office.
Very few studies have selected a population sample from
rural, North Florida high schools and your participation
will be greatly appreciated.
I sincerely appreciate your participation in this
study.
Jim Duncan
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Appendix C
Researcher's thank-you letter to respondents schools.
June 14, 1992
_____________________ , Principal
____________________ , High School
_____________________ , Florida
Dear
Thank you for allowing the teachers in your school to
participate, on a voluntary basis, in my study. The
responses will be utilized on an aggregate basis in
reporting the findings related to the questionnaire items.
A special word of appreciation is due to your
secretary. Her cooperation in providing an area where the
questionnaires could be deposited was especially helpful
when I returned to collect the documents.
You and your staff have been most helpful during my
visits to your school.
Sincerely,
Jim Duncan
* This letter was handwritten and mailed to each school
participating in the study.
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Appendix D
Terminology
CONTROL PROCESSES- A guide to action involving four
distinct yet interrelated processes: standards,
information, assessment and incentives.
Standards- Refers to the expectations of what ought to
occur as a result of formal directives, rules, procedures,
and operational guidelines, as well as the intangible
qualities that principals want to have as purposeful
guides for their schools and faculties.
Information- The flow of communications from
administrators in sharing information among the
instructional staff and the transmittal of information from
teachers to administrators. Information can influence the
distribution of beliefs, values, and behaviors of
people.
Assessment- prescribed district, state, or contractual
agreement evaluations, as well as informal evaluations or
observations that reflect the perceptions, judgments, and
managerial discretions of the principal.
Incentives- The planned and controlled distribution of
rewards. Some extrinsic incentives may be a small part of
an "administrator's behavior but generally the intrinsic
rewards have a greater opportunity to be bestowed upon
teachers.
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTIONAL TASKS- Bogotch identified four
curriculum and instructional tasks as that are often
synonymous with the day to day activities of the school
principal. They include: Teacher evaluation, Staff
development, Curriculum development. and the Selection of
textbooks and instructional materials·.
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DISCRETIONARY BEHAVIOR- The initiative dimension of
administration that reflects the attitudes, needs, and
beliefs associated with managerial control.
Qualitative indicators:
Adequacy- A cognitive perception related to the skill
of communication of useful information.
Clarity- Skill used in the communication of standards.
Difficulty- A cognitive perception of tasks as they
relate to the standards applied to managerial control.
Equitable Distribution- An indicator related to the
implementation of the incentives within an
organization.
Fairness- A procedural indicator that is related to
the balanced use of assessment measures.
Meaningfulness- An indicator of the relationship of
individual needs to those of the incentive system of
the organization.
Utility- A relational perception that information is
used in managerial decision making.
Worth- A cognitive perception that relates to the
systematic evaluation or assessment of the individual
effort within the organization.
MINISTERIAL BEHAVIOR- Referred to by Bogotch and
Williams as structural.
It refers to those matters which
are assigned or must be carried out in relation to
prescribed policy, mandate or rule from the State or local
agency.
Frequency- A control measure that is used as the
dominant aspect of the quantitative measures administrative
behavior. It relates to each of the four control processes.
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Appendix E
School Managerial Control Questionnaire
Please respond to the following statements about your
current principal and school administration. The response
choices range from:
strongly
disagree
agree
strongly
don't
disagree
agree
know
654
3
2
1
a
1. Classroom observation comments from school
administrators about my teaching motivate me to
incorporate new teaching behaviors and ideas into my
classes.
2. The principal does not favor one grade level or
department over another when it comes to distributing
resources and money for textbooks and materials.
3. The principal or administrative staff responds
promptly to my ideas for curricular improvement.
4. The process of evaluating teachers occurs at my
school more often than just when I am being observed
for the FPMS evaluation.
5. The principal or other school administrator makes
it clear how state and county curricular requirements
are to apply to my school, my students, and to the
courses I teach.
6. The principal or other school administrator
frequently reviews good teaching practices with
teachers.
7. The information I receive from my school
administrators regarding what is expected of me as a
classroom teacher is adequate.
8. The information I obtain from staff meetings,
workshop activities, and in-service held at my school
give me an adequate understanding of how to do my job
well.
9. By providing me with release time and by hiring
substitutes to cover classes, the principal and school
administration have been supportive of my efforts to
improve my courses.
10. All grade levels, departments and programs at my
school are evaluated on an equitable basis.
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11.
In my opinion, the principal or other school
administrator states clearly the classroom teaching
behaviors that she/he values most.
12. The principal usually finds ways to meet my
requests for more materials and books.
13. Textbook and instructional materials are selected
by my school after a fair assessment of the alternative
choices.
14.
I believe my principal and school administration
are doing a good job.
15. Time and effort devoted to the evaluation of
inservice, staff development and training workshops
given at my school is worthwhile.
16. The principal or other school administrator
frequently communicates schoolwide objectives for
meeting state and county curricular goals.
17.
I appreciate the efforts made by my principal (
e.g. master plan credits, finding substitutes to cover
my classes) to encourage my continued growth as a
teaching professional.
18. By delegating authority to select textbooks and
instructional materials to grade levels and departments
or by using discretionary funds, the school
administration shows its support and trust of my
efforts to get the best materials for my students.
19. After I attend a staff development workshop or
training session, the principal or other school
administrator will frequently support my efforts to
incorporate new ideas into my classes.
20. The prinCipal and other school administrators
frequently recognize my strengths as a classroom
teacher, and, when needed, offer to get me help in
areas in which I could improve.
21. Based on the number and kinds of staff workshops
requested by my school administration, I would say that
the principal and staff have an accurate assessment of
the needs of teachers.
22. The principal or other school administrator
makes it clear how in-service workshops and staff
development opportunities offered at my school relate
to my classroom teaching.
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23. The effort taken at my school to find the best
textbook and other materials makes a difference in how
well my students learn.
24. The principal keeps ra1s1ng the level of
performance expected of me as a teacher.
25.

I am generally satisfied working at my school.

26. The principal and the school administration
regularly monitor what I am teaching through a variety
of ways (e.g. the lesson plans and objectives, class
visits, etc.)
27. The principal does not favor one grade level or
department over another when it comes to distributing
resources and money for program development and
curricular improvement.
28. My school administration provides me with adequate
information 'to participate in curricular planning and
innovative projects.
29. Time and effort given to classroom observations,
both formal and informal, have been worthwhile to me as
a teacher.
30. The formal and informal assessments by my school
administrators of the courses I teach have been
worthwhile both for me and for my students.
31. The teaching behaviors that my principal would
most like to see in the classroom are more difficult
than those in the Florida Performance Measurement
System(FPMS).
32. The principal is not satisfied if I just meet
state and county academic and curricular standards for
my students.
33. Each year, the principal or other school
administrator sets inservice and professional growth
guidelines for me and the other teachers.
34. Information is regularly available to me at my
school regarding the publication of new textbooks and
instructional materials.
35. In my opinion, the principal equitably rewards
teachers whose performance is well-above-average and
treats fairly teachers whose performance needs
improvement.

170
36. All teachers who participate in staff development
activities receive the same kinds of recognition and
rewards from the principal and other school
administrators.
37. My school administration frequently sends me
information regarding staff development opportunities
and activities.
38. The principal uses the information from classroom
visits and observations to generally improve the
caliber of teaching at my school.
39. The information I receive through my school
administration regarding published materials is
adequate for deciding on texts and instructional
materials.
40. The criteria used by the principal and other
school administrators to evaluate classroom teachers
are fair.
41. The principal or other school administrator
frequently provides me and the other teachers with
information about FPMS and other effective teaching
behaviors.
42.
My school evaluates textbooks and instructional
materials more frequently than the time-tables
established by the state or county.
43. The school administration evaluates each staff
development workshop or TEe inservice session offered
at my school.
44.
My school administration keeps records of the
participation and progress of teachers engaged in staff
development.
45. Whenever I am selecting textbooks or instructional
materials for my classes, I use the criteria for
selection which my school administration has
established.
46. The principal expects me to use the best available
materials even if I have to go outside the list of
state adopted textbooks.
47. My school administration uses teachers' ideas in
developing and/or implementing curriculum.
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48. My school administration accepts teacher input on
which instructional materials to use in the classroom.
49. My school administration frequently sends me
information on new ideas in curriculum and instruction.
50. Criteria for selecting textbooks and instructional
materials established by my school administration are
clear.
For informational purposes please complete the following
information:
Circle one category:

Years of teaching 1-3, 4-7, 8-15, 16+

Circle one category:

Race- Black,

Circle one category:

Gender- Male, Female

Circle one category:

Highest degree attained- Bachelors,
Masters, Specialist, Doctorate

Circle one category:

Years of' service of principal at this
school: 1-2, 3-5, 6-10, 11+

White, Other
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